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FUND F’OR THE REPUBLIC 

The Fund for the Republic was created bv the'Board of Trustees of 
the Ford Foundation on October 4, 1951. The background and objec¬ 
tives to be followed by the Fund were contained in air officers' docket 
to the trustees. Conceding that the objectives of the Fund were under 
continuing consideration and subject to revision, they were|to “help 
promote within the United States security based on freedom and 
justice.” • _ - . _ T 

In carrying out this program, the Fund was directed to take into 
account: ‘ ^ I 


^ (a) The danger to the national security from the persistent 
Communist attempt to penetrate and disrupt free and peace¬ 
ful societies; ; 1 | 

(b) The danger to national security arising from fear and 
mutual suspicion generated by international tension: 

(«) The danger to the nationalseeuritv arising from fear 
and mutual suspicion fomented by shortsighted or irresponsi¬ 
ble attempts to combat communism through methods which 
impair the true sources of our strength ; 

{d) The need to understand and vindicate the spiritual and 
practical significance of freedom and justice within our 

society which are enduring sources of its strength; and 

• T L le need to dedicate ourselves anew to the'demonstrn- 
tion within America of a,free, just, and unafraid society at 
work. 1 / - 7 ! 


_ 1 See Fund docket, October lO^fpp. 8 , 0. V // I 

1 952,^ ulG._gc t ffmaiiniid Robert HJfytchins, the'officers 
° i • , F 0 undation, Riiowirr^“tlie controversial natfire of the Fund 
which they had conceived, proposed additional appropriations of 
$1 i m,n,o n* 1,1 the docket to .the trustees dat£d duly 
15-1G, 1952, the officers pointed to the highly controversial nature of 
the problems with which the Fund for the Republic would deal and 
noted that the Fund should not, be put in the position of having to 
come back to the Foundation for funds “in an atmosphere of adverse 
criticism.” 2 / 1 i 


By J* 1952,MG. 


Jfytchius, the officers 


2 See Fund docket, July 15 and 16, 1952, p. 2. | 

o ToKo Fu y^ t 0r the Re P ub,ic was not formally created until December 
9, 1952^vfet its program was being laid down for it in July. This 
program, conceded to be controversial, was based on the findings of 
forth in October 19*51. , To prove these findings, the Ford 
- FoudRitmQ^m the Hoffman-Hutchins docket of July 15-16; 
esnib 1 1 sh edt li ea rea s in which the Fund, was to operate. 

That the Fund for the Republic was to be an action organization 
rather, than one designed to educate is also documented through such 
. statements as: , I 

Events since October 1951, make the Fund for the Republic 
no leas necessary than it was when it was'authorized. On tlie 
contrary, Home of the movementx and attitude* that it whs 
designed to combat neem to be gaining .strength. Private 
censorship-accompanied by organized boycotts is spreading. 

The loyalty procedures of the Government are causing much 
difficulty. Colleges are having more and more trouble with 
groups that demand that all teaching be completely orthodox 
iki- ' •^ ree discussion on/ the campus be inhibited 
Minority groups are handicapped of menaced by prejudiced 

—- v * 

3 See Fund docket, July 15 and 16, 1952, p. 5. 
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The Ford Foundation' and the Fund for the Republic have con, 
sistently denied that the Fund was created to combat or to condemn. 

How hollow a claim, in light of its charter; to learn the nature of the 
activities which the iMmd was interested in combating, we needl not 
look further than its charter outline, namely, the docket. 

The Hoffinan-Hutchins docket set forth its interest: 

The conduct of legislative hearings, government 
loyalty procedure, private censorship, loyalty oaths, due 
process of law, academic freedom, democracy in labor unions] 
free speech and free assembly, the status of migrant workers' 
iacini and religious discrimination, the regulation of immi-! 
giation and of travel of American citizens to foreign coun-j 
tries, and the freedom of mass communications. 4 


4 See Fund docket, July 15 and lfi, 1052. p. 3. 

A study of the interest of the Fund leaves confused the identify of 
the movements or attitudes the Fund was designed to combat. Onlv 
the direction of the Fund's inquiry into each field, together wit hi end 
product, establishes the true purpose for which this Foundation was 
established. The Hoffman-Hiitchins docket asserts that these in¬ 
quiries rest on the Bill of Rights and other amendments to the Con¬ 
stitution. To support this assumption, the docket restates! the 
guarantees of the Bill of Rights as set forth in Articles 1, 4, f», 6 and 
8, together with the 13th: and 14th amendments. This recitation of 
the constitutional provisions is set forth as though the individual has 
absohite rights. It ignores Supreme Court interpretation such as 
the clear and present danger" restriction upon the fii-st amendment 
freedom. l 

.Article y of the amendments to the Constitution prohibits the state 
from denying oife being tried for a crime “assistance of counsel for his 
defense. This article does not, constitutionally require the stat!e to 
provide such counsel. The desire upon the part of the people and the 
courts to obtain counsel for defendants stems from a moral desire for 
justice rather than a constitutional guarantee. But even the phrase 
assistance of counsel’* cannot l>e interpreted as does the Hoffinan- 
Hutchins docket which reads: “One of the first, requirements of due 
process of law is that the accused have competent counsel.*’ To the 
advocates of the Fund, however, this interpretation was/fecessnry for 
the recommendation; " / 

the Fund, t.hei*efore, | miflnt make armngemeWnL perhaps 
through organization^Jflce the Anjjifican fjfvil Liberties 
Umom the National *sspatioiC«f^f^fo^ 

Colored.People, or the, National TJ&al Aid Society, for W»1 
assistance in appropriate ciisas. TOTcleTVTrefSlu to ^ill 
defendants, not to “appropriate cases" as set forth in the 
docket. Here again the intent of the Fund is clouded, but. it 
is clear that any activities in this area are actionable rather 
than educational. 

of 1?; 19f2, calls for additional activities which 

are certainly not educational. It calls for the Fund to “make 
awards to educational institutions that have withstood attacks upon 
academic freedom. The docket also assumes that there is a constitu¬ 
tional guarantee to specific employment and recommends 

since the threat.ti) the individual who holds, or is accused of 
holding, minority opinions—or, in some fields, to one who is 
merely “controversial ’-is the loss of his job, the Fund could 
y ,. ou f methods by which such persons might be sup¬ 
ported for limited periods. 

What is. meant by an individual holding a “minority opinion’’ cl¬ 
one described as “controversial; ? What is meant by “defense of 
academic freedomiT Historica notice of American development 
since World War II designates these phrases as related to the defense 
° f i 16 Communist Party of the United States and its members. | 
Hie fields set forth as the areas of activities of the Fund would 
seem to confirm that it truly was the Communist Party about which 
the Hoffman-Hutchins docket was concerned. Certainly legislative 


1 
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hearings, Government I 03 alty procedures, private censorship, loyalty 
oaths' academic freedom, regulation of immigration, and travel of 
American citizens to foreign countries were concerned solely with the 
international conspiracy of which the Communist Party of the Unjited 
States was a part. It therefore appeal’s that the Fund for the [Re¬ 
public was created to concern itself with the restrictions placed upon 
the Communist Party of the United States and its membership. 
Through this interest, was the Fund for the Republic to engage in 
an objective study of this conspiracy in order to educate the pebple 
and institutions of the United States or was it to establish through 
hmsed studies the assumptions of Hoffman and Hutchins that “move¬ 
ments and attitudes that it [Fund for the Republic] was designed to 
combat seem to be gaining strength 7 ’? Are these “movements [and 
attitudes * 7 those which oppose communism which described the Octo¬ 
ber docket as: 

The danger to the national security arising from fear and 
mutual suspicion fomented by short-sighted or irresponsible 
attempts to combat communism through methods which im¬ 
pair tlie true sources of mu* strength. / 

The Fui/d foiythe Republic was incorporated^under the Membership 
Corporation Law of the State of New Tkrfk on December 9, 1952, 
the oriffimal incorporators being Albeil jf. Driver,Hgnry f AK.^ 
de KoSpimur Frederick W. Jaqua,William G ScKaab, and Gustave J. 
Sodeihcr^Jr.raTT^ f New 'YbTh^ . — 1 “ -\- 

" "Th(Tfifsrmeeting of the Fund for the Republic, Inc:, was held 
on December 10 , 1952, with William C. Schaab acting as chairman 
and Frederick W. Jaqua acting as secretary. After disposing of the 
technicalities of incorporation, the three original incorporators, 
Messrs. Jaqua, Schaab and Soderberg, unanimously elected as njiem- 
bers-directors t£ie following persons selected by Robert M. Hutchins: 

James JB^ownlep, business executive, Fairfield, Conn. * v 
Ma 1 colm H. B^lan, president, Federal Reserve Bank, Atlanta Ga. 
TiTnTTn^^n^mt ns, ^lawyer, author, officer of National Art.Galley,,- 
"Waslnngt<m^r5! 0/ . . 

Charle s W. Gole. ffresident, Amherst College, Amherst, Mass. 
RTi^SlT T^DeaT^rfbn t,jittorney, St. Louis , 1 Mo. 

RichardFihnegffn, consulting editor, Chicago Sun Times,. 

Chicago, Ill. f j 

Erwin N. Grtfisrold; dean, Law School, Harvard University, 

( am bridge, Mafls. | 

William^JFU^Jpyce^ Jr., chairman of the board, Joyce, Inc., 
^PffSaHena, Salrf. 

Meyer Kestn&aum, president,. Hart, Schaffner & Marx, Chicago,V 

M. Albert^/fnton^dmirman of the board,'Provident Mutual Life 
Ihsurance'CK^Mi i 1 a del ph i a, Pa. 

Jubal RicharJL^jirten, president, Woodley Petroleum Co., 
“Houston ,TeW ‘ 

Following these ejections, each of the original incorporators resigned 
and were replacedrby: I ! 

David i* ' 

Elmo Rouer. Elma-Jfo ppr- &. As socin.tea, New York/N. Y. , 
G^^ge^^husiEer^president, HimTer ^College, New York, N- Y.. 
Eleanor Bumstead*Stevenson, Oberlin, Ohio. 

Jfune§p!lC^^elleihacli^^pi-esiaent, Crotvn Zellerbach 1 Corp., |San - 
^Francisco, Calif. V T' ; ; \* ’ ♦ . . , 

Paul G. Hoffman, president l and director of the Ford Founda¬ 
tion, was present at the “organization meeting and acted as its adviser. 
On the suggestion of Mr. Hoffman, the Fund created a planning com¬ 
mittee which consisted of Messrs.-Erwin N. Griswold, chairman, 
Brownlee, Cairns, Cole, Linton, Roper, and Shuster. 

In addition to advising the newly elected Board of directors, Paul 
Hoffman was apparently discussing with them the possibility ox his 
contemplated resignation from the Ford Foundation and his desif*e to 
rear the Fund which he and Robert M. Hutchins conceive^ At a 
"meeting of the Board of the Foundation on February 4 , 1953, Hoff- 


i 
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man, before discussing his resignation from the Foundation, advised 
that the board of the Fund had suggested that he serve as chairman 
of its board. The trustees interposed no objection to Hoffman's 
accepting chairmanship. To support his move, they agreed to con¬ 
sider additional appropriations for the Fund at their next meeting. 
This meeting was held at Pasadena, Calif., on February 23-26, 1953. 
This meeting resulted in an additional appropriation, which brought 
the total grant to the Fund for;the Republic to $15 million. 

The trustees were apparently dubious of much of the program of 
the Fund.^They certainly had questions as to whether its activities 
would qualify it under the tax-expmpt provision of the law, specifi¬ 
cally section 101 (6) as amended. The resolution of the trustees, after 
setting forth as a condition of [the grant the obtaining of tax exemp¬ 
tion by the Fund, further provided : 

If the Fund shall at any time lose its tax-exempt status 
within the provisions of said section 101 (6), as amended, as 
determined bv final judgment of a court of competent juris¬ 
diction, the Fund shall promptly on request of the Founda- * 
tion pay over to the Foundation the balance of the amount 
of the above grant $15/ million then held by the Fund, less 
an amount necessary to pay or provide for the then liabilities 
of the Fund, and provided that if at any time the Fund 
receives a ruling that it has lost its tax-exempt status it will 
not, pending any appeal, and except as otherwise agreed with 
the Foundation, make any ,new commitments until the ques¬ 
tion as to its tax-exempt status is disposed of. 5 


r> Exemption application March 20, J053 (Notes to financial statement). 

Thus the creation of Messrs. Hoffman and Hutchins was endowed. 
It was now ready to do battle with those “movements and attitudes" 
that it was designed to combat.’’ c 


" See Fund docket. .Tul\ 13 and lfi, 1032, p 5. 

The Members of the House of Representatives have been concerned 
for many years with the growth of tax-exempt organizations and 
foundations. They have observed legislation, designed to promote 
religious freedom and independence, as well ay education and re¬ 
search to strengthen the United States, being/used to finance and 
support subversion. Tax-exempt organizations today represent na¬ 
tional wealth in excess of $65 billion. 

Organizations such as the Joi } 1 t^\ ntis t^Refugee..Committee 
accumulated over a million dollars wlucn, as ]ft f 11 iTd§, were* 1 

used to ffmuJve international subversion, ibis Communist committee, 
together jnth over a dozen additional Communist organizations, lost 
its exemption in 1917. Commuius^cliools, such as the California 
habofrSchool and the Samuel Ada ms'S chool of Boston, also lost their 
ttr^e?dnTipffffn following 'fheThi(nngTb3^^hFl\ttoriiey General of the 
United States of their subversive nature. 

Executive and congressional investigations had obtained informa¬ 
tion that tax-exempt foundations, not under the influence of the Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States, were being used to support pro¬ 
grams of the Communist Party or its international espionage agents. 
Armed with this knowledge, the House of Representatives created 
special committees charged with the responsibility of investigating the 
operation of tax-exempt organizations. In addition, the ays and" 
Means Committee of the House^ind the Finance Conm^tte^rof the Sen¬ 
ate made studies which resulted in revisions of the lawy^T 1954. 

The last of the special committees was the 
Investigate Tax-Exempt I^Lindatipnsand Conlpa^^le"Ovg^yu^timjs. 
IvnowTrifs its jurisdiction expired at the close 

of the 83d (n the 84th Congress, the House of 
Representatives did uof re-create this special committee. In appro¬ 
priating funds to operate the Committee on Un-Americair Activities, 
it was the sense of the House that this field of investigation was 
properly the jurisdiction of ] the Committee on Un-American 
Activities. 






UNO REGAL-AB 5 

Petitions received by the House of Representatives during the 84th 
Congress calling for investigations of subversive activities of founds- 
tions were referred by the bpeaker of the House to the Committee on 
Un-American Activities. The committee was also directly! petitioned 
by individuals and organizations. Starting in June 15)55, a lar<*e 
volume of petitions were received calling for an investigation of the 

• Fund forjlie Republic. In September 1955, the National Commander 
of the Americaiu^egion called for such an investigation and at the 
same time called^ipon the 3 million Legioiimiires.to have no association 
with the^FurfO for the Republic: In calling for this investigation, 
CommandQrColluis.stated that the Fund, “by shrewd grants and 

*. , ’’ . ■ ls threatening and may succeed in crippling the 

national security. One apparent line of attack is to persuade Anieri- 
cans that communism is not,, and never lias been,.a serious threat to the 
.United iStates.” Indicting, the Fund as being a propaganda vehicle, 
Collins also stated: f‘This propaganda is considered by the [American 
Cegion to be as .dangerous as it is untrue, but we recognize! that even 
such propaganda as that being disseminated by the Fund for the 
Republic can be sold to many Americans when millions of dollars are 
behind the sales effect .” 7 1 \ 1 

* 7 American Legion press release, September 12, 1955. 

Commander Collins was charging the Fund not only with! activities 
which aided and abetted American communism but, if true!, with ac¬ 
tions which disqualified the Fund for the Republic as a tax-exempt or¬ 
ganization. bo deep!was the Legioirs feelings on the Fund, that later 
. at its 1956 national convention 1 it adopted the following restitution: 

1956 National Convention of the American Leoiox Held 
in Los Angeles, Calif., September 3 - 6 , 1956 | 

RESOLUTION NO. 8 5 

Coiqmifctee: Americanism. 

Subject: Continue congressional hearings on Fund for the 
Republic and revoke its tax : exemptkm status. 

4 -i ^2} eit ^ s _^ le American Legion continues its opposition ta 
the Fund for the Republic and its questionable activities; 
and | 

Whgreas the I^ouse Committee on Un-American Activities 
has conducted hearings on the Fund for the Republic and its 
activities; and 

Whereas the Ifund for the Republic continues its propa¬ 
ganda activities and enjoys the privilege of tax exemption: 

Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Legion in national convent 
tion assembled in Los Angeles, Calif., September 3 - 6 , 1956. 
commends the House Committee on Un-American Activities 
for its timely hearings on Die Fund for the Republic, [and 
urges the Congress to appropriate sufficient funds for con¬ 
tinuing the hearings; and be it further 
Resolved, .That the necessary steps be taken by the Con¬ 
gress and Secretary of the Treasury to revoke the tax- 
exemption status; of the Fund for the Republic: and be it 
further , 1 

Resolved, That the national commahder make appropriate 
presentations to the Congress and Secretary of the Treasury 
regarding the Fund for the Republic, and that the com¬ 
manders report be widely disseminated over the United 
States. 

An investigation of the Fund was initiated for the purpose of de¬ 
termining the facts. This probe was to have a twofold purpose; first 
todetermine the nature of the Fund, including its aims and objectives,’ 
and second, to examine the administration by the Internal Revenue ' 
oervice of its lawful responsibilities in administering the taxjexempt 

In initiating the investigation, the committee recognized that, in¬ 
quiry into certain activities of the Fund for the Republic would re- 
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pen&ng—■ 0undatl0ns » ^ iat foundations, including the Fund, were ex- 

great sums of tax-exempt money in the political field bv 
biased individuals whose public utterances brand them as 
wholly incompetent to conduct a fair and objective inouirv 
or grants ot money in public interest.® 11 “ ’ 


Re"^ L uVrw!ncS“eT-. tl,C ConKrPest “ nnl “"O'* 1 - -fix 21, 


speech of lion 


*z, 

I 


.. Jh e committee was not inquiring into the Fund because it suspected 
it to be subversive, or communist infiltrated. Neither were we in- 
.quinng into the views and associations of certain individuals! as such, 
who were involved m the operation of the Fund. The committee was 
concerned with the activities of the Fund because we had reason to be- 

haZir^b !! 1 / 6 i ” 8 • P Ce S tain P. r °i ects - there had been an attempt to 
j functioning of security mechanisms aimed to secure us in 

t’lir* w,th Communist totalitarianism. We had 

m n TL t0 b f' ,,eve 1 t . hat these projects were not set up for the purposes of 
making an honest inquiry, but were set up in a manner and form to sup¬ 
port a prion judgment designed to harm the security of our Gov- 
f™”®] 1 *;, In undertaking the investigation we were aware of the find¬ 
ings of other committees of the House. j 

outfpn^n^ffi 1 ®'*? t0 indica * e fhat citizens do not have the right, witli- 
n! f ffic a ? coe ™on ? to disagree on even the most fundamental 

Tuitions concerning civil liberties and security. We also do not mean 
that a citizen or even a noncitizen resident of the United States does 
not have the right to speak against the government. We n«ree and 

Sal°Add^-^T^b ted L )hrRSe fr ° m T1,omas Jefferson’s first Iiiau- 
gural Address. If there be any among us who wish to dissolve th\<* 

monuments^of^th^ r ?V nhY}C ™ fo ™^et them stand undisturbed as 
monuments of the safety with which error of opinion mav be toh 

eiated, where reason is left free to combat it.” We do not a-nree with 
those apologists for the international Communist conspiracy 'that Tef 

£r^Z SP r k,H § £° r t! - ,e ri ^ ht of « conceale^conspmitor^* The 
free market place of ideas is where the Communist puts forth liis ad 

SSfy* a ^? m r n,St ’ Cl ? ar ^ lilbeled ‘ * ceases to be n free market 
place wheie the Communist puts forth his ideas with both limself 

np« l l Jor| deaS abe l ed as . Democrat, Republican, teacher, doctor busi- 
- leader, or trade union official. However, we feel that a biidv ex- 
°f ’tsTax status, is deserving of attention. In this 
context, individuals are considered not as individuals but as pawns in 
the organization or operation of the tax-exempt entity P | 

questioned : 4 Jf lvitie , s 

-* tl> etriigglej^mst the Communist conspiracy," MlieVn'i'ul 

” New YorkYJ^^e. June 11, 1H5G. 

tedmiauf^ The 1 Fuiu? , H Vl0US V r **5” accorded same propaganda 

citinglhe Titfehif 

report nor any statement made in the pastas{EaSi 
nor do we even hint at such an affiliation. A few directors c'mnAtdln !• 
f“ , hey have lon « he ! d views in opposition to the Federal loyalty^- 

5&"is , aa“ d * q " es,io,,s r ° h, * d 

ations. This report will detail muny ,'ctious by H,« offlSmlXh 
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were taken without consultation with the directors. At this point let 
us examine one action of the officers which in- effect ignored and 
reversed an official action of the directors. At a meeting of the direc¬ 
tors held on November 18, 1954, the officers discussed approval of a 
series of pamphlets./ This'proposal was not clear to the directors so 
they authorized the/offieers to commission the preparation of a pilot 
pamphlet. At a meeting of the executive committee on December 9 
1954, Hutchins reported that: I * 

RichaixrRovere had been requested by the officere to pfe- 
pare a‘pifafprrffpl 1 1 et for board cohsideration, as an example 
of the type of publication which the Fund might under¬ 
take under the title “Occasional Papere.” 10 

Co|>> of minutes of the December 9. 1954. meeting. / 

Between this December meeting and a meeting in AprLJD955 Rover® 
completed his pamphlet and it was submitted ta the Jnrectors. The 
directors rejectee! the pamphlet and at a meetingXf tjreexecutive com¬ 
mittee on April 7, 1955, it was announced by,W J Jffl/Ferrv. Vice Inresi- 
dent of the Fund, that the pamphlet had beeii reHrnecfto the author 
1 he minutes quote Ferry importing that the pamphlet written bv 
hove re had been returned^to Mr. Rovere, who subsequently sold it 
lor publication by Harpers Magazine.** Rovere *s article appeared in 
the May 1955 lssue^fff^ffiirpei*^-under the title of “The Kept I Wit- 
ilosses.' Apparently even before the article appeared on the news¬ 
stand the officers of the Fund, without advice from the directorsUfon- 
tractcd for 25,000 reprints. In the name of the Fund for the Rafmblic 
* Ipf , ’®P ri, d ' Vi,s mailed to labor officials and business', erccuitives’ 
“I he Kept Witnesses" attacks the technique of the Federal Bu reau 
of Investigation in placing undercover agents within IfiWIWks 1 ot 'the 
'( onliiinnist "Par t y. It attacks the use of former Communist Party 
members by the Department of Justice in Communist trials andl pro¬ 
ceedings. It attacks tlie use of undercover agents and former Com¬ 
munists in Federal loyalty proceedings. These attacks are ibuilt/ 
around the theme that these persons are, as the title states, kept wjT 
nesses—witnesses who testify, not in accordance with the timtli/fmt 
in accordance with directives which they receive from the DeinWhient 
oifMistiee and the Federal Rureau of Investigation. 

report of 1956, classifies “TheTvept Witnesses*’ as relatino- 
to due process. It reads merely: 

The Kept Witnesses by Hit-hard H. Ilovere. Article. Harper’s 25,000 copies, 
labor officials, iiusine.ss executives. 11 j 1 


” Tla* Fund for tin* Republic 3-yenr report, p 58. 

Tiie report is silent with respect to the rejection of “The Kept Wit¬ 
nesses’as a pamphlet of the Fund. It is also silent with respect 
to the fact. Hurt it was distributed as a reprint, in the name of | the 
r mid, by the officers without consultation or approval by the directors. 

The directors cannot shrink from their responsibility in this and 
other actions of the Fund which will be dealt, with in this report. I 
rlie handling of the Rovere article suggests a procedure adopted 
by the bund to circumvent the tax-exempt regulations,and directives 
dealing with propaganda activities. Treasury regulations provide 
that the publication of books or the giving of lectures advocating a 
cause of a controversial nature would not of itself be sufficient to deny 
an organization the exemption. The question is often raised as! to 
whether the action of the Fund in handling the Rovere article as a 
reprint from Harper’s, rather than as a pamphlet of the Fund, con¬ 
stitutes an attempt to defraud. 

„ °!‘ t,1 . is s "bj ec B the committee desires to call attention to/ 

the following language which appears in the law relating to tax-¬ 
exempt organizations: 7T 

i ,ts net earnings must not inure in whole or in part to the benefit ofydrivnte 
shareholder!* or individuals. V 1 

The present chairman of the boai/of directors is Elmo'Roper. Mr. 
Roper m 1953, while a member ojjrthe board, but pfidr'to liis “chair¬ 
manship, was the sole owner of arpublic opinion gathering company, 
l ie was also chairman of a eoi/nittee of the directors known'as the 
infernal Communist Menace'(Committee.” | 
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recommended a public opinion survey ns a 
means of^rnynig out, a part of the Fund's announced intention to 
Uete iming the extent of the internal Communist menace. Samuel A 
»tontfef w as appointed director. At a special meeting of tTTFcTTrpPWrr 
neiu on .nine 16, 195?,. the Stouffer project was discussed. Stouffer, 
at this meeting, expressed the desire to use Roper's company. The 
propriety of such action was resolved by the unanimous vota'bf the 
directors that, “Professor Stouffer should select anothiny&niza- 
t ,on „ • . Thereafter $2.3,119.68 was paid to AudiencEResearch. 

_(Gall_np) Princeton. N. J., and $20,573.77 td'Trelional T3mnioir 
Research, university of ( ,hicago. Roper's company thereby lost an 
income of between $2j»f0()0 to $43,000. J I 

Over a year la teethe Fund again decided to use a public opinion 
technique to provg its point, this time in connection with its “Fear in 

um Ci p IO, i r P1 a dir * cto ™. n,eetin ff> he,d on September 15, 

Laziusfel^.tlie project director, indicated his intention to 
use Ropei s company. Ihe directors approved the use of Roper's 
company. Apparently the propriety of the action was questioned 
because the directors at this annual meeting of November 8, again con¬ 
sidered this employment. The minutps read: I 

™r„ , r ,rd ’■rafflrmed its action, taken at the September 14 meeting, author- 
nf ft ? !’ < ’ y ! l . ,ent ,,f K| nio Itoper’s organization in connection with the study 

of fear in education under I'rofa&sor Lazarsfeld’s direction. I y 

$41,788.01 was paid to j^fper’s firm by the Fund for the Republic. 

Was the fund, with Methought, deliberately violating the law* 
ibis appeared to be tAe/ase until the committee located an article on 
page d7 of the iifia^^Tun^ of January 17, 1955. This article 
reports that Ropers firm has changed from a single proprietorship 
to a partnership. When did.the change take place and did the direct 
tors of the b und know the reason for this change when they reaffirmed 
the employment of Roper’s firm on November 18, 1954* Was I the 
change designed to circumvent the law * The committee questions the 
propriety of this expenditure. It should also be pointed out that 
Ixnus Harris, the codirector of the “Fear in Education’’ project was 
an employee of Roper s firm when first appointed as codirector. a!1so, 
that, with the change, as was reported in the Times, he became a part¬ 
ner in Roper Associates. Harris’ income which was in excess of $3'000 
firm 0t " lc y^ c 111 tlie $41,788.01 which was paid directly to Rope re’ 

OSM ) 01 the Repub,ic was cre:lted b y the Ford Foundation in 

v 4mLPo8a writing a portrait of Robert M. Hutchins in the New 
ioikTiniffl stated that Hutchins had conceived the Fund. In part 
V ortho portrait which was based on personal interviews, Ross wrote: 

Hutchins conceived of the Fund after he went to work for 
the b ord f oundation as an associate director in- 1951. He 
drew up a list of prospective board members; other-names 

the* Foundation * Paul Hoffman ’ then President of 

"f- s ITmde set a conservative board, men not “tagged;’ 
as mil liberties crusaders, as Hoffman put it, though men who felt 
deeply about the matter. Hutchins wanted a conservative board as 
piotection against attacks from the McCarthyite right. “We didn't 
anticipate attacteyfrom the, left,” he told me. 1 ’ 8 

11 Npw J ork t'oBt. February 24. 1950. 

The Fund was born on December 9, 1952. By 1955, it had grown 
sufficiently to report on this growth and to tell what It had leaS 
oi accomplished during its almost two and one-half veare of existence 

ill? tt W g ' ’ tS r T rt ? n ^ 81 ’ 1955 > the Fund did not reportfbr 
f,f nt " as spoken for by s its creator, Robert M. Hutchins. Hutch- 
, who was vice president of tire Ford Foundation during the Fund 

F " n<i f « r »• **«<• 
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Speaking for his creation Hutchins, as we can see by comparing 
the-records of'the Ford Foundation, misrepresented the conception 
' of tlie Fund, together with the goals it was created to achieve. Speak¬ 
ing of its findings, he set forth facts on subjects on which his creation 
luid conducted no research. “A political party.in this country has 
been identified with the ‘enemy* ”, wrote Hutchins in the name of his 
creation, the Fund. He continued, “Those associated with this party 
have therefore come under suspicion as an imminent danger to the 
state.” 15 ' , 


“enemy” 


was Hutchins 


, 13 Report of the Fund for the Republic, May 31. 1955, p. 11. 

To what “political party” and what 
referring? i 

. It did not seem logical that the political party reference was in¬ 
tended to apply'to tty Democratic or Republican parties because it 
was tied into the “enemy.” The only enemy existing in 1955L>vns the 
Communist dictatorship of the Soviet Union and even the Socialist 
Party of the United States rejects this. The Communist Party of the 
United States called itself a political party and its subservience to the 
- Soviet Union hnd been documented historically. The Communist 
Party interpreted “political party” as ineaning itself and quickly 
used,it to support those Communists who were under indictment or 
who had been convicte dander the Smirni Act, In a booklet published 
by the Communist-controlled Civil Sig hts Cong ress, on October 1955. 


iSi'as it appeared in 


they quoted from Hutchinj^SpSFTTrmfav .41, 
the first report of the Fundfor the Republic.. 

The first granwf fif uy made by the Fund was to the “Special jCoin- 
mittee on Indhy Rual Wwrhts asymected by National Security" oUtReT 

The Fiind'Tfeport^repfiiits‘"its recom- 
meirnanons to fife Am eri'caif Bar Association relative to Congressional 
Committee Rides of Procedure., The Bar Committee conducted re¬ 
search and made findings. Hutchins in his direction of the Fund has 
not disseminated its report of findings and as a matter of fact jrejects 
-many of them if we judge him by his “political party” phrase. The 
Special Bar Committee found: 

a militnnt world communism threatens both the internal and 
the external security of the Nation. The nature of tjie 
threat is now clearly defined for all to see * * *. Internally, 
the Communist conspiracy seeks to weaken and divide the 
Nation. 13 


M , American Bar Association. Report on ConKresslonj^Conimltteps. p. J, 

Robert M. Hutchins has neyer denial that the Communist I Party 
was im organization he designated ag$i political party. Neither did 
thejpnd, itself, until 1956, when a dress release was issued bv Fxaiik.. 
KMEelly, a vice president. KellyWrelease was in answer to a spemi 
*T^Wffted State s Senator J ohn ^^S ten nis. Stennis in his attack on 
the Fund has refnie Communist Party as a 
political party. Kelly declared: “The Fund has never, and let me 
repeat, never declared that the Communist Party is just another politi¬ 
cal party.” 16 YeLthe opposite is found in the portrait of Robert M. 

*- jujT I 

M New York TOftes, AugUftt 7, 1 1950. 

Hutchins, which was based on personal interviews and which appeared 
in the New York Post in February 1956. In the February 23 install¬ 
ment we read, “Today Hutchins has no hesitancy in describing the 
Communist Party as ‘identified with the enemy.’ * * *” 17 

47 New York^^RpTFebrunry 23, 195G, p Ifi, 

Conceal mishit of the full facts, ambiguous statements intended to infer 
items easily disputed, impugning the motives of opposite positions, and 
. false statements, are n part of the trademark of propagandist..! The 
Congress in enacting the Internal Revenue Act of 1954 and Treasury 
regulations issued under the authority of the act were expressly con¬ 
cerned with denying tax-exempt privileges to propagandists. | 

The regulations dealing with qualifications for tax exemption under 
501 (c) (3) reads: 
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To qualify ns an exempt educational organization the metluuls emploveil liv it 
must in fact he educational. Thus not only the punwse. hut also the activities 
or such nn organization must he designed to disseminate knowledge and hn^ic 
factual material rather thnn unsupported, opinion. The fact that nn organiza¬ 
tion has a particular viewpoint or takes n particular position, witlfrespect to the 
f Presented hy it. and that It openly advocates such position, 
* not of Itself operate to deny exemption if in its presentation of the subject 
or subjects there is a full exposition of tile facts upon which the advocated position 
is premised whereby the individual or the public may form inde].endent opinions 
or conclusions based upon a fair presentation of iiertinent factual material 
Conversely exemption may not be allowed under tills section to an organization 
whewe principal function, accomplished through its publications, lectufes, or other 
media s the presentation of opinion without pertinent facts whip* would i.ernnt 
the individual or the public to reach independent and inforuJrfYom lu"io.!s 

The Fund’s first financed study, complete witjuifsfiuclings, was the 
special committee report of the American Brfr Association. 'Let’s 
review some additional findings oplirfipSfflfrco^^ o^th^ bar 
and compare the findings with those of the Fund ns represented bv 
Hutchins in his report of May 31, 1955. In examining Hutchins* 
men * swe should bear in mind that the Bar Committee found, 
/nature of the threat is now clearly defined for all to see” ! 
Dealing with congressional investigations the Bar Committee found: 


14 The “Crimes” of Claude Llghtfoot and Junius Seales, p 2. 

. /Our study shows that the overwhelming majority 
ot investigations are conducted with decorum and decency, 
f without fanfare or self-seeking * * *. Page 7. 

a *•*• * ¥ any ex P°su™s hythis Committee {Un-American 
Activities) were desirable and, in the end, some legislation 
and reforms in the executive department resulted. Page 15. 

* * * ^ study of recent hearings discloses that Committee 
members have been subjected to vituperative tirades by hulk 
vidual witnesses who showed little respect for or loy'aitu to 
the government of the United States. These uncooperative 
witnesses apparently were interested only in hamstringing 
the operation of the [committee: The right to make a statef 

- ment has sometimes resulted in violent lectures instead of a 
responsive answer. Such witnesses frequently refuse to <nve 
names and addresses under jthe guise of the fifth amendment' 

“ Page 21. , : 

* * * Thus, there*can be no doubt that congressional in¬ 

vestigations originally played a large part in arousing the 
public to the Communist threat and to its secret and devious 
methods of operations. Page 23. i 

. * * .* unable to agree with those who say that an 

investigative committee may never inquire into private opinj 
ion and belief . Tims,.for the purpose of considering 
legislation or the execution 1 of existing laws, it is proper to 
ascertain whether those >yho support, a foreign power are em- 

. ployed in defense plants or in Government agencies * * *[ 

The Fund paid for the research which produced the above findings 
factual^ Were apparent ty rejected by the Fund. Hutchins wrote as 


In view of the weapons now available and of the examples 
of subversion that other countries have offered, the danger 
has-seemed great, thbugh often mysterious and intangible] 
It has appeared that the peril to the country could be dealt 
with only by methods that drastically departed from those 
winch have characterized Anglo-American jurisprudence. 

j j r an £ e sn ?P ec ^ e d persons has been enormously ex¬ 
tended by resort to guilt by association. The evidence offered 
to show that a man is a danger to American institutions has 
n often been farcically; remote. .Tlie treatment accorded sus¬ 
pected persons m Congressional investigations Und admin¬ 
istrative hearings has not always been that'contemplated by 
* x x. * ^^^odment. A’kiiid of continuous propaganda 
and social pressure has been kept Up that has tended to sup¬ 
press conscientious nonconformity. Political advantage has. 
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Accrued from claiming that others^wefe indifferent to the 
threat of communism. The result has been that govern¬ 
mental officers, university presidents .and ordinary citizens 
have felt it' necessary to exhibit inordinate anxiety on this 
score . 18 * ’ ; - > 


w Report of the Fond for the Republic. May 31, 1955, p. 11. ✓ - . 

Hutchins, after making the above findings, states: “The Fund for 
the Republic takes no position on these matters.” 10 To make such ja 

1 ■ ■ i f *• , 

19 Report of the Fund for the*Republlc v May 31, 1055, p. 11. 

claim is complete misrepresentation. We have seen from-the July 15, 
16,1952, docket of the Ford Foundation that the Fund was created to 
support positions which had been taken bv Hoffman and Hutchins 
without knowledge or; research. The/docket reads, “Events since 
October 1951, make the iFund for the Republic no less necessary than 
it was when it was authorized. On tffe contrary, some of the!move¬ 
ments and attitudes that it was dexigmed to combat seem to be gaining 


strength. 5 * 20 On November 


If 


Robert M. Hutchins made a 


20 See docket. July 15-10, 1952. s 

fuest. appearance on “MeetJjijf Press;*,_a televised presentation. 
Hutchins replied to a lfTr8§rm^y^'tfrf^ in part, “The Fund hiis 
condemned boycotting and blacklisting * * * It lias condemned 

guilt by association.” 21 


11 Trnnscrlpt of Meet the Press. November 20. lt)55. 1 - y 

One of our first considerations was to determine whether Robert M. 
Hutchins, as creator and guardian of the Fund had created an [image 
of himself. If he had—was the Ftind ? s program one designed to fur¬ 
ther the role of the individual or to sell the concept of .life which 
Hutchins professed at a given moment. Hutchins, in preparing a 
docket for consideration by the Ford Foundation suggested that in 
combatting those movements/and attitudes which it was designed to 
combat, the Foundation worfld be upholding the Constitution anil Bill 
of Rights. Yet, Hutchins/npparentlv held no respect for these Idocu- 
lnents when followii\g \Jfar1d War II, he declared over the facilities 
of the British Broadc\aring System: “I believe in World Govern 
I thinkTverrnisf Ihive^irUhtrTiave^it soon.” 32 ' ' J 


Rent. 


~ Tbo Atom Bomb nnd Education, 
Enpland. February 1947 


published by National PeaeeXcoflincll, Lodnon, 

In a docket of October 1951, the" Fund was directed to take into 
account the danger to the national security arising from “fear and 
mutual suspicion”. The officers of the Foundation found that this- 
fear and suspicion was (1) “generated by international tension,V and 
(2) fomented by short-sighted or irresponsible attempts to combat 
communism through methods * which impair the true source of 
strength. 23 Hutchins appears to believe that all reactions of opposi- 

13 Sep docket, October 1951, pp. 8 nnd 9, 

tion are prompted by fear! To eliminate “hatred and fear” was the 
advantage which he advocated for World Government. 24 - ^ 

21 The .Atom Bomb nnd Education, p. 5. * . , . 

To determine" notTf feaF existed, but the extent of the fear was 
encompassed in the Fund’s first project. This project started out to 
determine the extent of the “Internal Communist Menace” but when 
the suppositions were not supported by the research, it became an 
attitude survey. Needless to say, the survey did not locate the exist¬ 
ence of fear. However,’ Mr. Hutchins again ignored the research 
which was obtained by tax-exempt funds. According to the New 
York Times of February; 18, 1956, Hutchins in a speech claimed " 

elements within the country, either because of real fear or be- 
. cause they have seen' political advantage in capitalizing on 
the fears of others, have sought to suspend or weaken the 
guarantees of the Bill !of Rights. 25 

lW N '* W iork TlmM ' Pebru#r y 18r 1056. Speech before committee at large of the 
" ry - • /~ 



heVbej^T 
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Even the rights of Americans to question the activities of the Func’ 
were attacked as hysterical. 

In a speech on January SI, 1956, he held up the attacks on the Func 
as justification for its existence when he said: 

If there had ever been any doubt that the Fund for the 
Republic was negued, it would be removed by the hysterical 
misrepresentations to which the Fundus modest efforts hatve 
been subjects. 2 ? / „ ^ ^ 


M Ky^ ning Stnr, Fobrunry 1, lflnfi. Speech before the Business and Profes* 

Hlonn) a h sn"iH'tffTT* ^nlerlmn .IpwWi CdnirresH, January 31, 1050., * *[ 

TheTiafchet b oys*7)f TuTFtmcf “are**1 n most instances its officers 
and staff . Thelr'attacks* on those who have questioned the Fund’s 
operations are always in the form of vicious insinuations. Free 
speech is not accorded those who disagre#with the Fund. Hutchins 
describes them as “individuals and groups, whose vociferousnes^ 
exceeds their influence and 'intelligent .” 21 ~ Fund's propagandists 

Same speech, reprinted for Fund press r<ynse, January 31% 1056. 

regard for the freedom of t;he pres^ is overlooked in such attacks. A 
case in point revolves around An editorial which appeared in the April 
23, 1955, issue of. the SHturda^Evening^Pqst. In this issue the Post 
editorially commentede Fund's attitude survey 
project. This editorial entitled “Does Education Create Tolerance 
Toward Reds?" deals with tlie interpretations of the survey as con- ^ 
tained in the book “Communism, Conformity and Civil Liberties. * 
The editorial did not^nftlft^vTtn President 

Hutchins utilized an address to the graduation class of Berea College 
to distort the editorial and attack the magazine. Without attempting 
to outline the editorial to the; graduating class ? only a small percent 
of whom could have read the editorial—Hutchins proclaimed: 

It is characteristic of the time that the Saturday Evening 
Post has said editorially that, this study (attitude survey) 
shows the dangeryof education. The Post apparently pre- 
fers to rely on ignorance and conformity to see us through. 28 


** The Berea AlunJnuWoctoher 10551 p. 10. } 

Tv’lieVnewsjwpers such as the New York Times and the New York 
Herald Tribune express an editorial opinion which does not conform 
with the views of Hutchins,'freedom .of/lie.press loses its appeal/ 
The papers are attacked for their failun/to conform with the viev^s 1 
of Hutchins; as well as their honesty aufn integrity in arriving at their 
position. Speaking in Philndelphia/n April 2,1955, 20 HutchinsJaid: 

79 A111 erleaA qi-DoIItlcaLat;! Hffml Scien ce. 

The New York Times on March 17 and the New -YorikjHer^ ^ 
aid Tr ibune on March 19 published editorials on The Tifes- 
/ tioii wlietlier’ teachers wlio decline to testify about others 

* should be dismissed. The significant thing about-the edi¬ 
torials is this: they both,perhaps unconsciously, extend the 
limits of the prevailing boycott. The Times condemns “ad¬ 
herence to Communist doctrine,” thus adding theoretical 
Marxists to those automatically disqualified.'--The'Herald 
Tribune comes out against Communists “or any other brands s 
of subversives,” thus opening vast hew unmapped' areas of - 
investigation, recrimination, and confusion. 

Did these papers reach these opinions»honestly? Not according to . 
Hutchins. ' He found that theyjsuccumbed to the influence of the Reece < 
committee. Hoiv the Reece committee,.whose jurisdiction related to 
tax-exempt organizations and not Communist teachers, would have 
influenced the editorial position, Hutchins did.not bother to explain. 
What Hutchins charged was: 1 • ' \ ✓ 

* * * these two newspapers bitterly attacked the Reece com¬ 
mittee appointed in the House to investigate foundations; - 
but they appear to have succumbed to its influence, which 








I , 
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is another evidence that if you say something outrageous 
authoritatively, loudly, and often enough you will eventually 
find yourself quoted in the most, respectable places. The 
Reece committee includes among subversives almost anybody 
who differs with the two' members of^fche committee wlio 
constitute the majority. \/^ \ 

In 1955, the Sen a tr nrf^l-T^grn r jty, Su ol d hearings 

under their “Strategy and Tactics of World Communism"’ project.. 
Subpenaed as witnesses i were individuals identified with the (world 
Communist movement bv reason of their membership in the Cc 

_Ai.. tt. _ m i. :—I * j 


;ommu- 


nist Party of the United States. Many of these individuals werejnews- 
papermen at the time of their: appearance. Several were employed 
joy the New York Times.; Hutchins, who disapproves of congressional 
investigations of CommunistSj now found that he could attack the 
committee, and at the same time approve an act of the New 
Times. Therefore,.during a speech on January 31, 1956,” lie 


Jean Jew ish C ongress, Waldorf-Astoria Hotel. 


York 
said; 


A recent flash of righteous indignation in the New York 
Times about the investigation of newspapermen by a Seti- 
^ ate committee liasrejuvenated the first amendment. j 

Two weeks latenJxutchins made a speech which he titled “The Bill 
of Rights—Yest^may, Today, Tomorrow.?* 31 Injhis speech, his role 



31 CommitLargo of the Liberal Party, New York City, February 18. 1050. 

was in part to attack that which he had interpreted as the apatjhy of 
the press. He used the same Senate hearing referred to above! He 
expenses in connection with the travel of their speakers, but all such 

What is more remarkable is the apathy with which the 

S ress has; greeted the attack of a Senate committee on the 
ew York Times. 

Only on this occasion his role was to express displeasure with the 
Times. 

On January 31,1956, the investigation was of newspapermen 1 . On 
February 18, 1956,' it was the New York Times. Hutchins made the 
circumstances fit his lackjof moral character. He knew that the Times 
had printed the statement of the committee chairman that they were not 
investigating the Times or any other newspaper. Hutchins, as presi¬ 
dent of the Fund, cannot discredit congressional committees by relat¬ 
ing facts so he used the techniques of propaganda. 

The committee desires to point but that speeches such as quoted 
above are not the expression oi Robert M. Hutchins, an individual, but 
the expression of Hutchins, president of the Fund for the Republic as 
announced by the press releases of the speeches. The expense incurred 
in reproducing these speeches are borne by the Fund. This is also true 
of the excerpted portions of the speeches which the Fund prepares to 
emphasize its position.. A comparison of the press release with the 
stories of Hutchins’ remarks shows that the press would lnive|been 
much better informed had they troubled themselves to read the entire 
speech. The committee does not know whether the Fund incurs the 
expenses in connection with the travel of their speakers, but all such 
expenses are ? in our opinion, clearly in violation of the law. | 

Let us again^examine tlie pressingproblems with which the Fund was 
to concern itself upon its birth. These are reflected in the Founda¬ 
tion docket of July 15 and 16, 1952; the same docket which requested 
additional funds of between $9 million and $14 million, in order to 
eliminate the necessity of the Fund seeking additional funds 
atmosphere of adverse criticism.” The docket reads: 


an 


s Pressing problems in this field include the conduct of legis- 
* lative hearings, government loyalty procedure, private cen¬ 
sorship, loyajty oaths, due process of law, academic freedom, 
democracy in labor unions, free speech and free assembly, the 
status of migrant workers, racial and religious discrimination, 
the regulation of immigration and of travel of American citf 
izens to foreign countries, and the freedom of mass com- 
munications. ' 



i 




( 
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The committee in making its examination of the Fund for the 
Republic looked only at the problems in which the Communist iParty 
was involved. We did not examine problems supported by the Fund 
which related to race or religion. We did look at Fund activities 
which were intended to support or reward an individual or organiza¬ 
tion*. This support or reward, as we shall set forth in detail jlater, 
was in the form of awards to individuals who refused to affirm or 
deny Communist Party membership; for the loss of employment be¬ 
cause of Communist membership or refusal to sign loyalty oathl; and 
to pa^ attorney fees and costs of those defying the law in furtherance 
of their political or subversive positions. [ 

The committee decision not to investigate projects related to race 
or religion does not infer that these projects should not be explored 
to determine whether expenditure^ thereunder were made in violation 
of the/ tax-exempt statutes. It means merely* that the small com-' 
mittee staff made investigations in these fields impossible. 

-“Conduct of legislative hearings”‘have been of interest to Robert M. 
Hutchins for many years. His interest has not been general but very 
restrictive to legislative committees, both Federal and State, Whose 
jurisdiction encompasses the investigation of the activities of the 
Communist Party, its members, and those who serve its cause! with 
knowledge a forethought; Earlier we have shown one example of his 
distorted portrait raPthe “ * ' — > - 


port™ 
was also distort! 
ican Activitiei 


"the purposes of a hearing. In 1048, Hutchins 
the purposes of the House Committee on Un-Amer- 
In a speech 32 in New York City, he made tliel false 


cy of Atomic Scientists dinner. New York City. April 12, 11)48. 

SfcolmrHfftee TieTd ; iridependent thought to be un-American. 


83 The Emeri 

charge 

He used Abraham Lincoln to support the overthrow of the Government 
by saying: 

The only kind of (individual activity that would be called 
un-American in our tradition would be attempts to overthrow 
the Government by force. And I seem to remember that 
Abraham Lincoln, whose Americanism has seldom been dis¬ 
puted, said something about the revolutionary right of the 
people to overthrow their government. 

All this led Hutchins to find that “the most un-American activity 
know is that of the Un-American Activities Committee.” 33 j 


05 Bulletin of the atomic scientists, June 1948, p. 178. 


l 


Speaking before a Bill of Rights Conference held in California in 
1952, Hutchins, thenrthe associate director of the Ford Foundation, 
flayed the current^silly season” of United States witchhunts. 34 The 

w Dally Peopl^rfSrld, December 15, 1952; p. 8. 

Committee on Un-American Activities 1 program of investigating the 
Communist Party membership of those employed in labor and educa¬ 
tion was the target of his attack. No concern was voiced by him.for tdie 
welfare of nearly a quarter million non-Communist .workers eje#ed 
from the CIO because their Communist leaders;were using the w 
and their union in a program subservient to the Communist P 'a . 

In a Los Angeles speech in 195H. he attacked the Los^Gig^j^chooI 
Fdu^iOu Decause of its refusal to acceptagmrf 
Ford Foundation^of which he was then associate director. On this oc¬ 
casion he used the speech to interpret the motivations of the Committee 
on Un-American Activities in calling teachers who were identified with 
the Communist,Party, as criticism of American education because the 
teachers do not share a common view with the committee members^* He 
1 found the speech a convenient vehicle to tie a university idS his per- 
/ sonal dislike fgr a former Senator and the then chairmarrof this com¬ 
mittee. ^ | v 

The award of a college credit at ,■ Jjuva, 

for being a clown is as great a disservice toluglier education 
and academic, freedom as any of the carryings on oLSettaM- 
McCarthy or G *’ *' " 



t 88 Lo«^Ange)es 'll mg 
I#os Angeles,-Calif* 


gressmar 

July 22^1953. 


/ 




Speech before Town Halt‘Meeting, Blit mo re 


Hotel. 




i 
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Hutchins’ role in speaking before the press club on January 2Gj 
1955, was to attack the majority report of the special committee 
headed by Congressman Carroll B.Reece and to argue for foundations* 
and particularly the Fund for the Republic. His hatchet was pro¬ 
pelled by the charge that “thej Reece investigation in its inception and 
execution was a fraud.'’ Hutchins again repeated his investigation! 
for-mohey-or-power theory by further charging: : 

- Its aiins and methods are another example of the exploita¬ 
tion of public concern about communism^ and subversion-tp 
further political ambition and to work off political grudges.** 

** Speech before American College of Honpltnl Administrating September 19, 195$., 

Iii a later speech, Hutcliins made the same form of attack 
by adding that the investigation, was Congressman Reece's ' 
only claim to fame. Those who are acquainted with Con¬ 
gressman Reece’s background, including liis chairmanship 
of the Republican National Committee, must reject Hutchins^ 
statements as propaganda. > n ~ 

u The best defense is a goodf offense'’ is the motto ptjEIutchins even 
though lie banned footbalfa^he University of Chicago. He therefore 
picked up his offense by describing the^C^fornm^o^^t^io^Hnj; 
American Activities as^che “most disrepntaBT^oi tlie^vavion s^Sfate 
^n-AmeiTclin^ctTv^tire Committees.” 37 Beyond the investigation of 


^ Speech before A j fr d Cui College of Hospital Administrator*, September 19, 1955 

communism, it is not knownwlmt brought the other State Committee 
to earn Hutch Ins’ findings of disreputable. Perhaps the mere fact that 
they investigated the Communist Party* was sufficient. With respec| 
to the California Committee his,attack was not new. In 1953, he de 
dared that the Senate Committee “is now,in the very forefront of sub¬ 
versive and un-American organizatij^ ” 38 ^ 

- t 

* Washington Post, .Turn* 12, 1953, p. 4 .j 

In October 1955, HxitchRia^received “The Bill, of-Rights Award]’' 
from the American Veterans Committee.^ The American Veterans 
CommitteeTl^^^crpicm of%rlmt¥ Fundi In addition the 

American Veterans Committee experience with the Communist Party 
members withiiwts ranks is being probed by the Fund. During this 
speech, Hutchins outlined those things for which he and the Fund 
stood. The agenda of the Fund, according to Hutchins, was necessary 
because “the citizen does not have to take the word, of diplomats 
about foreign policy, or policemen about security, or informers about 
the disloyalty of persons, orjthe Attorney General about that of or¬ 
ganizations”, or ‘ of legislative committees about the prevalence of 
witches/’ 30 , ! 


. ** Remarks of Robert M, Hutchins oil receiving the Bill of Rights. 

If we do not take the wordiof those possessed with facts whose word 
is taken. The word of the confused, prejudiced Hutchins, or those- 
lie has selected to peddle their bias under thedabel of the Fund. Letjs 
look at Hutchins' position as it can be related to “government,loyalty 
procedure”, “private censorship”, “loyalty paths”, “academic freedom]’, 
and “the regulation of immigration and of travel of ^Americans to 
foreign countries.” 

Hutchins writes and speaks of fear as the motivating force respon¬ 
sible for the loyalty security program, loyalty oaths, censorship ana 
all other conditions or, activities which he, himself- disapproves. Hut-, 
chins must feel that the American people are a reflection of himself. 
W as it fear which prompted him at the close of World War II 
advocate “World Government?” ' In his advocacy of America’s 
abandonment of our Constitution and Bill of Rights to a'World'Stat e 
he argued: “There is no defense against the atomic bomb, and there- 
never will be.” . . . “The alternatives before us are no longer peaces 
or war; they are peace or death of civilization.” 40 Military'suprem- 

in The Atom Bomb and Education, published by the National Peace Council. 

acy was foolish, according to Hutchins, in light of the" Bomb, and this 
finding on his part was also jbased on his fear. He stated before th|e : 




1 
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£^SUfc«!lJSg -P^venVCn ofWar that universal militar 
trTfffffrigis a ridiculous and wastefufact of War.” 41 This same timi 
-!_ 


41 Washington Tost, DpepinbVr 15, 1947, 


1 1r?i inngton Daily News in a column by John Cramer reported: 

J f he I'm verity of Chicago lias now officially taken the position that 
it will not advise its faculty and graduates to enter government 
service. 42 , ° 

. 42 IVitahiiigton Daily News, December 11 , 1947, ,, ' 

Iiy 1949 Hutchins fear was prompting him to attack President 
Iruman s foreign policy. In continuing to propose «orliTgo^erm“ 
nient. a&*he “only hope of averting war,” the Seattle Times reported: 
1 he Truman foreign policy was labeled by Dr. Robert M. Hutchins 
list night a s an attempt to; intimidate Russia.” 43 He tied into his 

41 Spjittl<“ (Wash,) TimpH, April-7, 1949, 

charge of intimidation of Russia, the defense of Communist Party 
members engaged in the teaching profession. It is hot known whether * 
lie attributed attacks on Comrftunist teachers as an attempt to intinu- 
date Russia but lie apparently considered a Communist Party mem¬ 
ber as endowed with the.inalienable right to be employed in the pro¬ 
fession of Ins choosing. Stating that “he does not approve of the 
dismissal of college faculty members because dhey belong to tlie 
Communist.Party, the Seattle Times quoted him further: “IDit is 
legal for a man who is not a jH'ofessov to belong to the Communist 
l arty, there is no more reason to remove a professor from his job than 
if he were a clerk in a department store.” J. I 

Wklllg hi ihe-mqdof the Same month; April we'find that 

Hutchins must haye^acated.this right for CoXvmist professoris 
" ,t *. 1 ? u ! e 1 ven k ™ wm « 'vlihtCOmmumsm was, or tlfl duties, obligations, 
or disciplines of a Communist fVty v membhi/ On April 21 1949 
Hutchins appeared before the 
inissipn, which was created by 

appearance lie stated: “I am not instr ifaecToirfliiTsSti j ect ” in re¬ 
sponse to whether there was any doubt that the Communist-Party 
was operating irt the interest of a foreign state. ! Hutchins also was 
not m a position to state whether the Communist Party was a political 
party or a conspiratorial fifth, columft. Yet in 1955,' wEen thi 
*mei lean Par Association found that the Communist conspiracy was 

Pnnd f °‘\ eV fi'v e i S !S’ Hutc , h . ins 'Vote, in the first report of the 
Rie 'p.i’pmv’^ i^ arty ’n this country has be^T identified with 
the enemy . Hutchins wasj likewise not adviseidn the organization 
or organizations of Communist front organizations. In fact, he did 
not know of their relationship to the CommNgfist Party itself. f • 
Yet in mnkingas'Fund nward to the-YWCAOJniversitiyof Cali¬ 
fornia, Hutchnu^ttacked the AttorneVT^Inm^s list as^the most 

pernicious mgpflution of i-ecent times ^ F ' St 


44T1,p ^J^^&«J^Bniin^Ma r ch 24, 1955, 

By vTfftlfc*' lM9,l!ie ignorance must hnve disai 
the fear remained. His address, at the Ckkaail 
tion was headlined by the CommunisPfiflj^W" _ 
bend flays redbaiting hysteria.” 45 Hutchiiis started his addressTby 



nred even though 
tfiiait y cohvoca-) 
•agoiTniversity 


li'JiT’™*'”* co “ vocul,on PiibllMhed by tbe American Civil .Ubertte. Union: OctobeJ 

findine that the American wny of life was in danger. He found that 

**'a* th ® results from communism did hot even 

understand the American way of life. Hutchins does understand, 

tip-atimi r <T^f ded t0 fort } fche , dan ger3 su -ch as congressional inves- 

Cmnmnniam l 0yalt y ont l 18 ’ guilt by associatiori. 

^ »?t classified as one of the dangers. In fact, he deals 

with the Communist Manifesto as a theory of peaceful .change of 
Are we therefore to-recaut, and renounce the Ameri- 

t e mm.ifp^o 0 L f T ed ‘i pa ? , °" for all?” stated Hutchins, as though 
*?, ° nl ? . to ft* education. Does his silence denote 
approval of the dictatorship of the Soviet Union?; Of its other pro- 
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visions? Certainly HutelmK^does not interpret the ormnife.^to to 
endow freedom of thought; speech, and religion. 

Hutchins also used*4ns convocation address to attack the iLeclen J 

Investigimon. 1 , On that occasion lie implied that Tll'orrii^*"^ 
^suspect, to the FRjpnbecauaeiif his first inaiJgural 
remacks., His inference with respecUm tlmpFin continued even| after 
his employment as associate direcwi* of^the Ford Foundation and 
president for the Fund for tfte Republic. On June 6, 1055, before 
the graduating class of ' Bere iii M?o11ege^J ie endowed them with the 
wisdom of his prejudices. “"Was, if." rear or sanity which prompted 
Hutchins to indoctrinate the graduates with the claims— 

some Government departments have set up guidance clinics 
in which- their employees are taught how not to look like 
security risks. It is of course, unwise to talk too freely on 
the telephone, because modern technology has made it iim¬ 
possible for you to tell whether it is tapped. Or secret 
informers, paid by the Government roam the country.** 


4 * The Berea Alumnus, October, 1035. 

Communism is again identified with the word “enemy” in order to 
permit Hutchins to condemn the loyalty/program and universal 
military training. 


ferny justifies anything 
Janitor, who knows some* 
rker to the inauguration 
^tiling that was owe 


The necessity of defeating the 
from the discharge of a post o^ 
body who once read the T 
of universal military tn 

regarded as an obvious violation of justice and freedom. 4 f 

Hutchins’ code must be compared with the philosophy that the end 
justifies the means. We have all found portions of the loyalty- 
security programs which were subject to just criticism, however, most 
of the criticism was intended to improve the program not to destroy 
it by the presentation of a case or cases the facts of which are (lie 
figment of one imagination. Even the Yumiolinsky Case Studies 
which the Fund financed did not distort the facts to the exteiiit of 
Hutchins. J* 

Hutchins would permit his fear to destroy the informant system 
of law-enforcement agencies because he has no conception what it 
encompasses. In his speech before the Liberal jrarty in 11)56, he 
capped his attack on Government procedure bv setting f“It is natural 
that few eyebrows were raised when J. Edgar Hoo ver said that, 
fi the confidential informant has become an itiifioTTT* 17 Like 


47 Speech before th e Comm ittee at Lnrjfp of tjie Ulherul Partt, February IS. Vir.iS I 

the security prognmTfluh^ interested in destruction of the 

informant system. Mr. Hoo ver testified: “Confidential informants 
of the FBI during tire fisciirffifr 1956, furnished information which 
resulted in the recovery of $643,870 in stolen merchandise and other 
valuables, and the arrests of 1,211 subjects of FBI investigation;’ 
Hutchins does not even know of the existence of confidential in¬ 
formants outside the field of subversion. To protect Communists, 
Mr. Hutchins seeks to destroy the entire system. Long before! Mr. 
Hutchins was heard from the. Congress enacted an informant statute 
which provides compensation to informants. As we shall show later 
Hutchins has used the Fund to reward those, such as Amos Landam, 
who refused to give valuable information about the Communist con- 

_ j M i « , i • ^ I 


J A UT5UIU1 ^ mi tltc I ICIillCW 

with this subject, stated: “Hutchins’ explanation was that he'was 
persuaded that the individual was no longer a Communist and that he 
had invoked the constitutional privilege (5th amendment) hut lie 
should have been obliged to turn informer." ls To retard individuals 

48 New York Pont. February 24, 10."6. J 

with evidence from making their knowledge available to the Govern¬ 
ment, those outside society use many methods. The .Murder,. life., 

type criminal uses the threat of bodily harm. The/; 6?mmnhsTtype— 

’ 
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does not exclude this method but they specialize in intimidation l>y 
words and insinuations. They also reward those who refuse to assist 
the Government in actions against the conspiracy, “Tlie-K^pt 
li ess^^ mi article financed and circulated by the fund, is a masterpiece 
ofmtimidations. J , 

The award or reward for refusal to execute a loynlbydath or tolgive 
testimony was Hutchins “modus Operand!'’ ^pngyl'adFore liis presi¬ 
dency of the Fund. While chancellor of the lAp^ersity of Chicago, 
he spearheaded a fund “to assist any University of C^Tifnrn i.M faculty 
member discharged in the currenrToyafty oath contmversy"/ 10 

49 N>W York Times, April 20, 1050. ' 

Hutchins by this time had opposed all legislation designed to expose or 
weaken the Communist conspiracy. These included the “Broyles 
Bills” in Illinois and the Internal Security Act of 1950, to mention 
only a few. In June 1951, he received an award from the Chicago 
chapter of the American Civil Liberties Union. In his speech of 
acceptance he repeated his willingness to hire Communists as teachers. 
He capped his speech of acceptance by condemning the Supreme 
{ ourfc decision upholding the tirst Communist convictions under the 
^mithAoL Not only did he condemn the Court but^fe recommended 
Trtwfnal disobedience to combat it. 

The Communist .movement was so elatedjbyJfTs statement ori the 
Supreme ( ourt decision that the distributed it 

far and wide. “Voice of Free<fomprepared by the legal 
arm of the CoinnTurnsFTarty, was “an additional collection of opin¬ 
ions on the Supreme Court decision upholding the Smith Act, an| Act 
for the persecution of alL political nonconformists.' 5 The booklet 
contains the following quote from Hutchins' speech before the Ameri¬ 
can Civil Liberties Unioiu 

ROBERT v. HUTCHINS, FORMER CHANCELLOR OF THE UNTVEjfsiTY 
OF CHICAGO, NOW A DIRECTOR OF THE FORD FOUNDATIONf 1 

[ I lie majority decision] indicates that we are at last np n^ainst j^rreat crisis 
In this country. It may now become more difficult for us to tnVsom* of the 
positions we have in the |Mist. We may even have to decide whether we must 
violate the law in order to remain in conformity wltlu^ur^nn^ftions. 

The cause of tlie Communist controlled “Cjgzens Coinmitt.ee to * 

was served byyrTufcfims fIirougTi a tiipecl 
speech at its “Stand up to! the Burns Coipfiiittee 5 ’ rally. The Citizens 
Committee, under its director. Frauk%5nkinson. was in 1954 defend¬ 
ing Qomm unist Party member?STigSgSl "US '(BldllBrs in Ivos Angeles, 
California. Wilkinson, an identified CommuiijBff*who refused fo 
affirm or deny such affiliation before the Coniumtee on Un-American 
Activities is currently on leave from the Ctaraens Committee. lie is 
now working for the Emergency Civil LWKies CommitteeJn lwhalf 
of the Communist cam CoirffTnffee on lUn- 

Americap Activities, and of reducing the efficiencv of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. The same Emergency Civil Liberties Com¬ 
mittee which has worked wiJh-tltelPlund in distributing Fund propa- 
ganda. The same Emergency CivU Liberties Committee -whichfwas 
Cited 111 Hnndhn«l^£cy Amf 
Security 'Subcommittee, -wl 
distribute. ' , 

Distributed at the above described meeting there was circulated 
a pamphlet “lig b^did They Fi K^my Teac her V' It was prepared by 
those teachers ist Party affiliations 

and who had formed the “Teachers Defense Committee/' Under fc Di\ 
-Hutchins spotlights Los Ang eles Board ofTktu^Lon" the pamphlet 
quotes statements by r HTJB?trtwr*4r«*r we-used to Odiiluse the issues. 
Dr. Hutchins charges the School Board with raisnig commuiiisirt 
against teachers because of the Board’s dislike of the^teacher. [The 
pamphlet quotes Hutchins as writing: 

The state of public'education in Los Angeles suggests that 
the School Board would be better occupied in trying to im¬ 
prove the morale of the teachers than in tearing'it down by 


r — • " im, it i m nn 

^prepared by the Senate Internal 
Handbook tlie Fund voted not to 
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harassing member, of* the staff whom the Board does' not 
happen to like, 50 . ; 


“ "Wlij Did They Fire My Tcftclier,” p. 2. 

The investigations by State and Federal Legislative Committees 
to determine the extent of Communist affiliation of teachers has been 
consistently attacked by Hutchins.; To defend his now modified posi¬ 
tion on the right of a Communist to be a teacher, he lias applied the 
test of competency. But here again he applies a test, which is not 
only unsound, but which he had in other matters rejected. In de-j 
fending competency in relationship to Communist teachers he requires 
as the only standard, their competence to teach this assigned subject.l 
When he was- advocating “World Government" and de-emphasizing 
scientific instruction, Hutchinslvairitttf^ 

The members of the faculty should not be selected in terms 
of their competence in specialized fields, but in terms of tlieir . 
capacitjfto see knowledge as a whole, to engages in candid 
and intrepid thinking about fundamental problems. * * * 51 

TH^. Atdfi* Bomb anti Eriurnttnn, p. $, 

Hook authored nf Robert Hutch ins. “The 

major contribution of Dr. Hook's Jmarysfs,”saTcr the ediTor**oT Amer- 
ion, “is the clarity with which it exposes Dr. Hutchins’ misreadin 
of the evidence of the Communist conspiracy itself.” Dr. 
article which appeared* in the March 19, 1956, issue of the 
^Tjcader should be reviewed in its entirety... However, we desire to 
olily to that, part of the analysis which relates to competence; 
Dr. TTook wrote: 


It is not surprising 1 that when Hutchins discusses the # 
question of whether members of tlie Communist Party should 
be permitted-to teach, he^should dismiss the question of their 
political affiliations as irrelevant. W1lat is surprising is 
that his views on this subject are today more extreme than 
ever before. He criticizes Harvard University, despite its 
liberal stand, for abandoning the one test, for failing to ask 
“the right question” about!a teacher, viz, “.whether he is com¬ 
petent."- He protests the dismissal of members of the Com¬ 
munist Party in Philadelphia and elsewhere on the ground 
that their actual incompetence has not been established. 

Now, where positions of trust are involved, there are two 
questions which are normally asked, not one. Tlie first is: 

Is the candidate competent? The second is: Is the candidate 
honest and will he abide by the ethics of his calling? A com¬ 
petent bookkeeper is not necessarily an honest one. If lie is 
not honest his competence! makes him even more unsuitable. 

A man may be a competent soldier but what if lie is disloyal ? 
Fuchs and Pontecorvo were competent physicists. A. com¬ 
petent physician or a competent lawyer may be guilty of a 
breach of professional ethics. And a competent teacher may 
be guilty of a breach of trust* He may be under instructions 
to violate the ethics of teaching. In arguing ns if the viola¬ 
tion of professional trust is incompatible with tlie achieve¬ 
ment of professional competence and as if disbarment for such 
violation of trust, is tantamount* to dismissal for holding 
unorthodox opinions, Hutchins is guilty of a double con¬ 
fusion—between competence and trustworthiness on the one' 
hand, and between untrustworthiness and ideological noncon¬ 
formity on the other. The objection to Communist Party 
teachers is not on the technical ground.of their competence 
or incompetence in the skills of teaching a specific subject 
matter, but on grounds of their moral and professional in¬ 
tegrity m accepting instructions to use their skills to indoctri¬ 
nate and recruit. 

We have previously seen 1 that Hutchins himself'was aware 
of the distinction between competence and trustworthiness. 

In stating his willingness to hire; for the Fund for the Re- 
x public, a member of the Communist Party who was qualified, 
he added that lie would do so only if he could watch him 
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But, in discussing the case of Communist Pnrty teachers, 
Hutchins disregards the distinction, and says: “The standard* 
of competence would have protected us against teachers fot- 
Fowing a party line or conducting propaganda.” This is false 
not only because the standard of competence has failed to 
prevent Communist Party teachei's from following the party 
line or conducting propaganda' (see for evidence my Heres y. 

but because it is apparent thaflfe" 
more“skillful a teacher is, the more effectively he can indoc-, 
trinate, the more he is able “without exposing himself to inject 
Marxism-Leninism into every class." (The last phrase is 
from official Communist instructions.) 

r have discussed this question often and at length. I con¬ 
tent myself here only with pointing out that, in every other 
eommonsense situation, we would say that membership in an 
organization which gives specific instructions to its members 
to violate their trust—a trust which is relevant to the per¬ 
formance of their duties—would be considered prima facie 
evidence of unfitness to occupy that position of trust. Only 
where Communists are concerned do some ritualistic liberals 
fail to draw the inferences which guide them in other in¬ 
stances of the same class. 

With the above background the reasons appear clear as to why,) in 
July 1052, one of the programs of the Fund, as recommended to the 
Foundation, was “since the threat to the individual who holds, or|is 
accused of holding, minority opinions—or, in some fields, to one who 
is merely ‘controversial’-—is the loss of his job, the Fund could try)to 
work out methods by which such persons might be supported for 
limited periods." r ’ 2 In the same docket it was recommended that tjhe 
Fund might assist the accused have competent counsel, and make 
awards to educational institutions that have withstood attacks upon 
academic freedom. | 

The records of the Ford; Foundation document that the Fund for 
the Republic was created by it to combat/ 4< movements and attitudes”, 
and to assist, award, and support individuals and organizations under' 
attack by undefined “giovements ancLffttitudes.” | 

^exemption be conferred upon an 
We think not, but the fact remains 
since March 27, 1953, the date ! of 
ijhead, Special Technical Services 
v enue,^ asnington, ymr 

Revenue but based solely upon 
the presentations made by the Fund in its application of 7 days earlier. 

The tentative ruling was based upon the information presented |t,o 
the Internal Revenue by the Fund. The ruling proscribed that the' 
b und be operated exclusively for the purposes indicated. These pur-' 
poses were restated by the Internal Revenue in its tentative ruling:) 

_ Tl!5L infor,nation submitted discloses that you were incorporated on December 
0, m>2 under the laws of the State of New York. Your purges as recited 
generally in your charter are scientific, educational and charitable. More 
specifically, your purposes are to foster, encourage and conduct research and 
study in the field of civil rights and civil liberties including freedom of speech 
freedom of the press, freedom of thought, freedom of religion, freedom iof 
opportunity and the problems of racial and religious discrimination; to publish 
disseminate or make available through any medium the result^ of such research- 
and study; and otherwise to foster, encourage and improve knowledge and 
education with respect thereto. No part of your net earnings shall inure to the 
benefit of any member or private shareholder and you shall not curry on pronL 
ganda, or otherwise attempt, to influence legislation. I 

Your present activities consist of formulating and developing a program to 
implement your purposes including studies resecting the legacy of American 
liberty expressed in the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution, 
of the United States; individual rights as ivffected by national security* tile 
e f te . nt ,A ,nd nnt,,re of , the ,ntern »l Communist menace; threats to and restrictions 
of rights guaranteed by the Constltutlon^inclnding freedom of thought innulrv 
and expression, due process of law and equal protection of the laws;'and formu- 
imnH a “T for the understanding and defense of con-. 

individuals 1 as applied to teachers,, minorities, and other groups or 

The purposes outlined in!Fund and/or Foundation records vary 
greatly from the purposes presented to Internal Revenue. 


Did the Congress 
organization with 
that it has enjoyei 
the tentative rulii 
)ivision 


exemi 
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1 The actual operation of the Fund had brought it under wide attack. 
A preliminary study in, 1!)55 pointed convincingly to its activities of 
one of combat, award, assist and support. It appeared that the officers 
of the Fund for the Republic, including many of its project directors, 
consultants, or recipients of grants were those to whom the Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation was referring when he said; 

The Communists, bent on weakening our* American way of 
? life, have now turned to enlist other individuals and groups 
to convey propaganda designed to discredit truth. 

02 See docket, July 15, 10. U>o2. |>. It. 

It is through the “pseudo liberals 7 ' that the Communists do 
Some of tlieir most destructive work. These fictitious liberals 
are the individuals who through insidiously slanted and sly 
propagandists writings and reports oppose urgently needed 

, internal security measures; conduct a one-sided campaign to 
„ discredit Government witnesses; present the menace of Com¬ 
munism as a myth of hysteria; urge that we tolerate the 
subversive acts of Communists because Comrhunists are onlyi 
, “nonconformists'’; contend that the Communist Party is ai 
“politicalmovement! and that it is improper to consider itj 
a criminal conspiracy linked to a world conspiracy to ovey^ 
throw our government by force and violence/ 1 \ 

ra John Edgar Hoover nddrens hefore thr 62d annual mpf»tinp of tho Intrrnation.il jAsso- 
ciatiou of Chiefs of Police, October a, l#5a \ 

, - » INVESTIGATION 

To learn the facts the committee began collecting the products of 
the Fund. It noted that the Fund claimed that the first activities 
they should .undertake was a thorough study and investigation of|the 
legacy of American liberty and the extent and nature of the internal 
Communist menace. It further noted that without determining 
either the legacy, or the extent of the Communist menace, they were 
engaging in projects which required knowledge of either or both/ 1 

» See Docket, February 2H-2CL 1 

The first complete project—as related to the study of the internal 
Communist menace—was a public opinion survey, costing $125{000 
which the project director politicalized as a book titled " Commu nism, 
Confirjmty, and Civil Liberties/' v ’ . " ^ 


w Tile Fund for the Republic. Three Year Report. May HI. 105fi. p. 1<> I 

Objective knowledge of the Fund was imperative. It was apparent 
it could not be obtained outside the offices of the Fund, therefore' in 
March 1050, the committee asked for copies of the minutes of It lie 
Board of Directors. Scanty excerpts were received and on May 2, 
we repeated our request. These were received and analyzed only to 
find that even the minutes did not reflect the full story. The com¬ 
mittee saw that the full story was tied up in staff dockets, or [the 
correspondence or project files. 

By June 1*05(5, the committee proposed hearings for the purpose 
of obtaining evidence. On dune 7, Mr. Hutchins was advised'by 
letter of this fact and invited to appear or be represented. On June 15, 
1050, he responded by attacking the objectivity of individuals whom 
lie suspected might he called, including the Commander of the Ameri¬ 
can Legion. Mr. Hutchins wrote that “the objective facts can be 
presented only by those who have them/' Therefore the ►committee 
abandoned its plans for a general inquiry because the objective facts 
were only in possession of the Fund or its grantees. 

Through correspondence we attempted to receive the objective facts. 
We requested files, records of disbursements, conditions of certain 
employment and copies of documents distributed. In response 'the 
Fund, usually through its counsel, complied in some instances, stajted 
they did not possess in others, and ignored in still others, or refused 
to produce unless the material was subpenaed. [ 

The committee held twb hearings. One dealt with the Fund project 
“Blacklisting'’. The other with an award of $5,000 to Plymouth, 
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ingJPemisylVjiniii, re Mary Knowles/ JohuXlQgleyJ the 
"Tmcklisting""projeefJImoThe po^^ssofoftKe blqecjtive 


lark, a staff member 
F*tTfeobjective farts re: 
of the facts while Mr. 


Month ly 
(['recrofoTriie * 

facts was called as a witness. Maureen 
of the Fund, was shbpenaed as fheT^oSles 
Mary Knowles. Mrs. Black supplied imu\ 

Colley, invoking the freedom of the press, withheld many of the facts. 
Both of these will be dealt with later under either projects or awards. 

The Fund again objected to the procedures of the committee and 
through the press, Hutchins defended the Fund by charging that the 
committee was easting doubt upon “the integrity and patriotism of 
good Americans—the directors and officers of the Fund, hundreds of 
people who have worked bn Fund projects, and not least, leaders of 
civic, educational, legal, and religious organizations that have accepted 
grants from the Fund/’ 50 Hutchins-demanded an apology, which he 


50 rresH release of the Fund for the Republic, July 11. 195fi. 

did not receive. Facts which were, in the committee's possession by 
this time tended to prove that the Fund was Robert M. Hutchins 
and Robert M. Huteluns was the Fund. The committee can prove from 
the minutes of the board of directors that in many Helds of endeavor, 
Hutchins acted without even consulting the directors. The directors 
found it necessary by November 1955 to reassert their authority land 
at the same time restrict Hutchins. The “Board Minutes** of Novem¬ 
ber 16, 1955, with respect to the distribution of publications reads: 

It was agreed that this program should he continued along I 
these lines—each item recommended by the officers is to lie 
cleared by the counsel, presented to the board and approved 
by the board, both as to subject matter and as to plans for 
distribution before any distribution is made, * * * 

Prior to this action Hutchins distributed anything he desired. ^Tost 
of which supported his publicized positions. 

The committee was acquainted with Hutchins" propaganda tech¬ 
nique of clothing himself, with the [honesty, respectability, and |1oy- 
s alty of others in order to shield himself. In 1949, Hutchins firstj act 
after taking the stand as a witness before the Seditions Activities 
Investigation’Commission was to make a statement, similar to charges 
lodged against the CoiVmiittee on Un-American Activities, that state¬ 
ments against the Fund were unjust and unwarranted. He charged 
the Illinois Legislative Committee i which summoned him to testify 
concerning subservise activities at ,the University of Chicago >vith 
assuming that the distinguished trustees would permit subrarsive 
activities on 7 the campus of the University of Chicago. He charged: 

I have with me a list of distinguished people who ajgthe 
trustee^of the University of Chicago— J? \jr 

he said; &efoye reading the names ofl such mentis Edward L. Everson, 
chairman of the board of Inland Steel; 

man jW the .hom'd, First National Bank^ <^^Uh^^^ncr3 ^^ol<|l Ip . 
.chairman of the board, Swift & Co., to repeat omy^evr 
lie reading lie stated: 4 j 

These gentlemen are responsible for the conduct of the Uni¬ 
versity of Chicago. *,* * It will not be charged that they are, 
engaged in subversive activities. It can hardly be supposed 
that they would sanction such activities. * * * l 

The committee, not possessing the objective facts made an Addi¬ 
tional request of the Fund td makejavailable in New York “facilities 
for members of the stafl^to review documents relating to the Fund’s 
activities since. December, 1952/’ On April 12, 1957, the Committee 
was-advised by Fun^couhsel that tlie Board had not as yet considered 
the request and\“Jfslial1 not advise that this request be granted/* 
On May 24, Mr, Webst er personally called upon the committee's staff 
director 

S ■ ■+ j 

lujaTbeen instructed by the board of directors of the Fund to 
ay that tlie Fund would not permit the review [by committee 
investigators] of countless additional documents relating to 
the operation oftheFund. -j [ 
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During the conversation between the committee’s staff director and 
Fund counsel, Fund counsel suggested a meeting in New York with 
a committee investigator.; This meeting took place on June 4, in the 
offices of the. Fund counsel. During'this conference request was made 
for original dopmnents,, some of which had previously been re¬ 
quested. On July 2, after verbally indicating that this latest re- a 
quest wouldJBe denied in full, some of the material requested I was 1 
supplied, between the conference of June 4 and the transmission of 
July 2,Vthe Supreme Court handed down its decision in tli&jgkBw** 
T. WatBns snit, % Without mentioning the : decision, Fund' cmin- / 
sef interpreted ‘it," as recent, witnesses before the committee have 1 
interpreted the decision, and advised that “the data now or , 
heretofore supplied at your request are not • regarded by the 
Fund as pertinent to an investigation by your committee.” “It 
is our position”, concluded Webster, “that in the future the Fund 
win not continue to supply from its files internal papers and infor-> 
mation not relevant to a proper inquiry.” ' 

“Is this foundation, with its vast reservoirs,of funds and power, a 
friend or foe in our national death struggle against the Communist 
conspiracy ?” ” To‘determine the answer to this question was the rea- 1 

M New' York Times. June 11. 195(1. 

son this inquiry was initiated. It clearly falls within both the comlnih^ 
tee’s charter and the expressed desires of the House of Repiesentart^g^''’ 
To obtain the answer has motivated everv step of the^sflSmtees 
operation. To obtain the answer we have ' 

procedures by permitting the Fund to AwmCTflTlegislative processes. 

We did not. insist on John Cogley.'s appearance after lie had advised 
that lie would refuse to comply with a subpoena of the House of Repre- ' 
sentatives. That Cogley would have been in “Contempt of Congress’* 
if we had insisted on Ins appearance, there can be- no doubt, but the 
punishing of his contempt would; not contribute to obtaining! the 
objective facts. The same is true of the Fund itself. The committee 
takes the position that this refusal to open its files disqualifies 1 ! the 4 
Fund as a tax-exempt organization. What strictly educational, 
religious, or charitable organization would hide its operations from 
the Congress 1 of the United States, the very body from which it 
received the authority to spend its inheritance without the burden 
of taxes. 

In June 1056, the Fund protested hearings into the Fund on the 
grounds that the committee lacked objective facts. The Fund has ! 
refused to make a full disclosure of the objective facts. Hearings by 
the committee are impossible, because without documents, no oppor¬ 
tunity is available to check the truthfulness of ;tlie testimony of Fund 
witnesses. We do not assume that Fund witnesses would deliberately 
commit perjury, but. we have discovered great conflict between their 
planted statements and reports and the facts.i - |, 

This report on the operations of the Fund for the Republic is 
limited therefore to the projects, awards and/or grants upon which 
objective facts were obtainable. 

The organization meeting of the Fund for the Republic was held 
in New York on December 10, 19^2. Paul G. Hoffman, president of 
the Ford Foundation, attended/the meeting along with Robert) M. 
Hutchins. Hoffman suggestejTto the directors that a planning com¬ 
mittee be established to uudepfake a formulation of a tentative program 
foi the I und. I he phyjming committee was created under the 
chairmanship of Dr. Krwiti N. Griswold. a member of the Board. 

In creating the Ftfnd,ilie oHicers of the Ford Foundation, Hoffman- 
Hutchms, found that “the movements and attitudes that it [Fund 
for the Republic] was designed to combat ; seems to be gaining 
strength. M Even though over a year had elapsed since it was created 
- » 

r *« S^e Pocket. July 15-16. 1952 ! 

by the foundation in October, 1951, the adoption of a tentative pro- 
grain was of great urgency. The Planning Committee met on I the 
day it was created and m less than 24 hours submitted an outline of , 
n tentative program. The program adopted required little considera- 
tion, as it was identical with the program set forth for it in the dockets, 
ox the Foundation, although not as extensive. 
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In the meantime conditions were developing within the Ford Foun* 
dation which were necessitating a severance of Paul G. Hoffman as 
its 1 resident,. On or about January 27, 1953, Mr, Hoffman submitted 
his resignation as President of the Foundation. However, prior to 
Ins resignation the directors of the Fund had tentatively chosen Ihim 
as the chairman of the board. This tentative action was being taken 
even though lie was not ni member of the board of the fund. j 

On January 29, 1953, 12 of the Fund's directors wrote to Hoffman 
as president of the Ford Foundation. This letter, which was basically 
a pitch for additional funds, set forth that the Fund would be dedh 
eated to the preservation of the legacy of American liberty. |The 
directors did not know to what they were dedicating the Fund be¬ 
cause the same letter set forth that “this will involve consideration and 
study of what that legacy us.'’ Thereafter, in the same letter, without, 
know ledge of the elements of the legacy, the directors set forth the 
areas of inquiry as: 

(®) 1 he size, motive and location of the internal Communist men ace, 

(’>) Restrictions upon academic freedom. 

( o) Due process and equal protection of the laws. 

(d) The protection of the rights of minorities. 

(e) Censorship, boycotting and blacklisting activities by private 

groups. . J 1 

(/) The principle and application of guilt by associat ion. 

At a meeting of the Board of Trustees of the Ford Foundation on 
h ebruary 4, 1953, prior to discussion of his-resignation from the Foun- 
dation, Hoffman made his plea for additional money for the Fund 
1 loffman was unsuccessful in.his attempt to obtain the additional sum 
ot between $15 million and $25 million, which the directors of the 
h und had sought. He did receive from the Foundation trustees an 
assurance of adequate financial support in addition to the $1 million 
appropriated in October 1951. The amount of money involved ini the 
additional financial support” was to be decided at a meeting of Foun¬ 
dation trustees to be held from February 23—26. ° I 

On February 18, 1953, IPaul G. Hoffman, while still president of 
the Foundation, even though his resignation had been tendered, was 
elected a member-director of the Fund. Immediately following his 
election to the Board he was elected its chairman. Beufchel M. Web¬ 
ster, was retained as its counsel. Hoffman advised the Fund directors 
of the position and feeling of the Foundation trustees toward addi¬ 
tional financing of the Fund: With this knowledge, the director pre¬ 
pared for presentation to the Foundation, an optional outline which 
would comply with the trustees position and feelings. Before Ithe 
foundation trustees, the Fund's area of activity remained consistent 
with those set forth, both in the dockets of the Foundation and in 
earlier corespondence of the Fund. - ■ 

In appropriating, the $15 million to the Fund for the Republic^ it 
must have been evident to.the trustees of the Ford Foundation that 
the Fund could not qualify for tax-exempt status within the provi¬ 
sions of Section 101 (6), as amended, of the Internal Revenue Code. 
To combat movements and attitudes, solely because they were objec¬ 
tionable to Robert M. Hutchins or Paul G. Hoffman was a disquali¬ 
fication under the statutes. Equally disqualifying were the direct 
action awards which the, Foundation recommended and the Fund 
adopted. \ l 

Ine committees study of the. Fund's operations over a period of 
almost. .) years establishes, without question, that the “persons” which 
the Fund proposed to award, whether described.as “holding minority 
views or as merely controversial” are irrespective of fancy de¬ 
scription, those who are now or have been either members or knowl¬ 
edgeable supporters of the conspiracy to overthrow the Government 
of the United States by force and violence;-namely, the Commuiiist 
1 I 6 a,so established that the “movements andlat- 

c L r Ch 16 ? und . >V! ) S cl ^ ated to “combat” were those prac- 
tices, of Government and of private organizations and individuals 
which were designed to expose international' communism and its 
threat to the security of . the United States. ' tS 
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The,For<l Foundation trustees must have suspected that wjhidi the 
committee 1ms found. J To Imve so suspected, could be the onllv reason 
behind its provisions for the reclaiming of unexpended money in the 
event the Fund lost its tax exemption. Why the Foundation made its 
grant under such circumstances, only it can answer. The relajt ionship 
of the $15 million grant to the resignation of Paul G Hoffman from 
the Foundation is likewise known only to the Foundation. I 
In order to obtain the objective facts the committee requested the 
reports of the Fund’s planning committee. One report was -Supplied 
bv the Fund before invoking their interpretation of the implication 
of the Watkins decision of the Supreme Court. u Planning Com- 
mittee Working Paper No. fi,” was nppni-entlv the baSTTofTTi^Thind’s 
retter To flie~FoUn’dafion of January 21), 105;). From it we are able 
to learn the intent of the Fund, as this intent involves the mx areas 
of Fund inquiry. The planning committee discussed these Was as 
followsri 

The Size, Tsature and Location of the Interna) finmmttniHt Menace \ 

In the present state of the world and of the country, the internal Communist 
menace may well he the greatest potential threat to the legacy of American 
1 >eity. Experience shows that the success of a Communist movement would 
niean the end of liberty as we have heretofore known it One of the important 
means of protecting onr heritage of liberty mnv be found in protection from the 1 
menace of communism. On the other hand, the Communist threat lnavlhc exa 
gerated If we are not careful in the.tfeps we take to protect ourselves from 
communism, we may seriously damage the t epy liberties we are trying to Ume. 

* n l 1 ? consideration of this problem, therefore, it appears to he important to 
undertake to determine the extent nnd effectiveness of existing subversive activ¬ 
ities by the Communist Party and allied groups, and to examine the a teas where 
these activities occur, and the methods used within those areas, both m'Govern¬ 
ment or private institutions, which are most sensitne to such influences The 
exainination might also include consideration of means to oppose tho^e intlucnees 
w ithout saentice of basic and traditional American liberties. i 

Restriction# on Academic Freedom i 

* fr f pd "! n is 51 b,fm<1 terin - wnnetlmes carelessly ami looselv uLed It 

l y hr0iUler tlmn il merelv academic matter for iho same freedom should 
appfv to a newspaper reporter, or any other person who N in good faith mocking 
to find and to report the truth. Process 1ms not been made i„ (he pastthrough 
conformity, and influences which iinilnl.v restrict independence of mini* and dis¬ 
courage novel ideas can lie n serious restriction on <>nr progress as well as ,.n 
our liberties. ! un 

in a? 1 ' tl ‘ e i' , . lrp0 T ¥ t!u ‘ F,,,,d - Art') will include s„ch matters as (he 

influence of investigations on the act hi ties and affiliations of teachers restric¬ 
tions on such activities and affilmtious, lovnlt.v oaths for *e, u hers. censorship 
of hooks and curricula, restrictions of similar sorts on le. hirers and scientists 
and others engaged m developing and expressing ideas 

Due Process and Eqnaf Protection of the Law 

. i° f rubrics in the development of our civil lihertieJ is the 

basic idea of due process of law " In more recent years, particularly since this 
phrase vras included in the Constitution of the United States and of nearly aU 
St w eS ’ clevolo ' mio,,t i,s t0 nature of this protection hi* b, H . n 

However, public acceptance of the responsibility for niaiiltaining 
due pieces* of law has sometimes lagged lie hind the standards set hv ti,c law 

Siieeific topics which might he covered in this area would include imestimation 
into the existence and extent of unlawful police methods, in< lulling lli'e Hurd 
degree mid unlawful search and seizure A related topic would | H . the! extent 
to which wiretapping may be a proper means of police investigation ami the 
safeguards which should lie required. Other closely related areas would 'include 
the lights of witnesses in quasi judicial proceedings, including the aiailatnlitv of 
counsel and opportunity for cross examination, the availability of qualified 
S mh r ,n , ,I,f?e,lt d « f en*l»nts. or defendants against whom indignati.'.n runs 
hl f. h ; l^tlier topics would include the use and misuse of the privilege against 
self-incrimination. and the extent to which flip basic guarantees of due jiroeess 
and equal protection may he adversely prejudiced hv the correlatoe guuriinree of 
freedom of the [tress, including: the question whether new standards' of re¬ 
sponsibility for the press might lie developed which would safeguard ifs essential ' 
freedom and yet maintain effectively the fundamental rights of a,, used liersons. 
The Protection of the Rii/htx of Minor itien 

.A r ,"' h Hie history of the struggle for human liberty involves the prdtei Hon 
of the rights of minorities. The tyranny of tin; majority lias often been a sad 
rf/nr « M \ ? I1P - " f , fl ' e re asons for having constitiitioiial provisions smlilas our 
„ ,K !" ] r v '"* “ ftrn i l0 " lU '' nsiK for 1il|J protc. lion not < nlv of 
I, .iill 1 , bu . t i ! so ,,f llletl ihors of minority groups Although much progress 
lus been made in this urea, much remains to ho (lone. j 

.Activities in this area might relate to such matters ns equal voting privilege" 
the treatment of religions groups, the treatment of enemy aliens and conscientious 
objectors in tune of national emergency, discrimination in public and private ac¬ 
commodations, equal opportunities for employment, education, housing ; „i.l 
eerentiou, and special problems presented by our Indian population, on and off 
1 eyon utiony, i 
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Cm so rxh ip, Boycot t i n y, amt W field in tiny Activities hi/ Private Group* 1 

At various times in the past, blacklists, and bo> out ting, and private censorship 
Have been used as economic or political weapons. Tins is a peculiarly iliftlcult 
ana important area, because such action is ordinarily private, II is, therefore 
often difficult to determine the existence of such mtions. their extent, aiid their 
influence. It is also very hard to devise means of controlling mu h nctnitjy, even 
though it may result in a very serious interference with individual liberty 

This area mis ht include an impartial examination of censor ins. blacklist niff, 
and boycotthip; by persons, publications, orffanizatioiis and civic ffroujU. par! 
ticularly in the fields df education-and entertainment. An assessment miffht also 
be made of the extent to which,commercial enterprises controlling public opinion 
and entertainment, are subject to intimidation, and the extent to whi< h tills mav 
he an impairment of individual freedom. i 

The Principle ami Application of Guilt by Axsonttfion 

One of the principle^ which has been hammered out duvinff the course! of our 
history has been individual responsibility before the law. Oidinarilv. a person 
is subject to criticism or condemnation only for what ho has done himself, and 
not,for what has been done by others with whom he may at some time have been 
associated. In recent times, however, there has been a recrudescence of the ffen- 
eral notion of guilt by association. The extent of its application should be ascer- 
taineu, and consideration should he given to means to combat the impairment of 

individual liberty which is involved. „ j ' 

This field includes a consideration of recent Federal, State, and local legisla¬ 
te? 1 * wjiich makes it a crime to he a member of certain organizations or which re¬ 
quires certain organizations to register. (The Hatch Act. tin* Smith Act, and 
similar provisions in the McCarran Internal Security Act of IfltfU and the LMeCnr- 
ran-Walter Immigration Act of m~2.) It also includes judicial decisions inter¬ 
preting such legislation; executive action such as the Attorney General's list of 
Subversive Organizations and Congressional reports such as those of the Un- 
American Activities Committee. - | 

With the exception of that area relating to the “Rights of Minori¬ 
ties” the Communist Party of the United States, its members, sup¬ 
porters, and organizations, is the modius operandi. It appears that 
it there had never been a Communist Party of the United States 
-there would have been no need for a Fund for the Republic. There¬ 
fore, what is the relationship between the objectives of the Funlcl and 
the organization and operation of the Communist Party ? 

To make this examination, we look first at “the size, nature and 
location of the Internal Communist Menace.” According to the 
planning committee, either the Communist menace justified the Fund 
to protect our heritage from the menace/or, else the menace was not 
a menace, and the Fund would destroy our heritage if it wouljl pro¬ 
tect us from communism. Stated more simply the destiny of the 
Fund was to protect America from communism or communism from 
America. But whatever the reason, since the Fund was incorporated 
not one study has been‘completed which gives evidence upon which 
the Fund can decide its role. 1 

Without knowledge of the menace of communism, or its role I based 
on this knowledge, the Fund proceeded on its areas of inquiry. Its 
concern in the area of Academic Freedom, it will be noted, was built 
around independence of mind.” But what knowledge did the Fund 
possess of the “independence of mind” of a Communist Party teacher / 
We have shown that the President of the Fund maintains that the 
Communist teacher does maintain his independence. We know from 
termer members of the Communist Party that he does not. The 
facts could Resolve the conflict, but we shall show that the Fund-prior 
tq obtaining the facts proceeded with its “Fear in Education” project. 
We shall further show .that the officers of the Fund were not even 
interested m obtaining the facts in order to arrive at tlteir Ratlines. 

In the area due process of law” the planning counnitteerwas in¬ 
terested m, unlawful police methods, and the rights of vvJfiiesses in 
^quasi judicial proceedings. Within these two broad cafiTgories the 
-Tima claimed / an interest in-the use and misusa of jfhe privilege 
against self-mcruniriation. In August 1053, ^1 ifl'o&ij EfW former 
Congressman from New Jersey, became president ofWe Fum7 v After 
becoming, president, the Fund received through President CaU, sev- 
eral proposals relatmg to due process of law and communism. Several 
of these proposals were rejected by President Case and his rejection 
confirmed by the directors at a meeting of November 18, 1953. Those 
rejected _were, a study of the adequacy of existing legal sanctions 
against Communists oiSjCommunist activity,: and a study of the fifth 
amendment to be conducted by a leading law-school. In spite bf the 
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Fund s program they werp^rejected, as not] having, sufficient impact 
to warrant jindertakim^^Al proposal,.to compile; in.popular! fflrni, 
ways in which Comramnists abuse due process and the advantage of 
democratic procedures, [while considered to’“he useful bv the Board, 
have never maWialized. 1 On the other hand, a reprint of speeches 
by ^^in^ r -Qris iro1J; chairman ;of the planning committee,, was 
widelt* til s l! imifW > ^iy Tr T^ bar" and federal bench.' These speeches 
on the other hand, defended the use of the fifth amendment hv those 
whom a studv would prove/were merely engaging in abuse of constitu- 
tionahprivileges. r ,.j [// 5 , " b I 

The area of ihouifv described as “censorship, bovcottimr. and [black— 7 
listing activities bv private groups” is Ixith a second inquiry into thatl 
which the Fund describes ns academic freedom, plus the absolute right 
to employment. 1 in the field of entertainment. The same questions . 
again arise, namely, how can the?Fund determine the right w)iich a v 
Communist Party member has to emrdovment in these fields..if it does ' 
not know the aims and objectives of the'Cnmmunist.Pnrtv ? The com¬ 
mittee shall prove that the Funds project in+o tlds subject of blacklist¬ 
ing was not “an impartial examination/? Weshall. also [prove, 
through the testimony of the project director, together with evidence 
obtained hv the committee, that, the project and the project report, 
whether hv design or accident, had the effect of strengthening the posi¬ 
tion of the Communist Partv members engaged in the'field of!enter- 1 
tainment. The committee condemns this notion of the Fund because 
it was taken prior to completion J of studied*into the, menace/of com¬ 
munism, or the lack fhereoP*^rhieh the Fnnd itself claimed to he so 
necessarv to its oneration. To remove a Communist conspirator- from 
the entertainment mdnstrv is blacklisting.[s n testier! John (foglev. 
TKp t?nnd cond^ns blacklisting s 0 declarer? Fund President "Robert 

TTutehms .Theretovp flip Fund condemns tbo fivinrr of botl) Com¬ 
munist entertainers and riornmnipcf teachers. Oertainlv an activity 
which rlismialiperl tbp Fund of its fay evemptions.' 

Consmrncv Stat.ntes.do not ovist if irp r!nrl tbe diccncoion under 
Pnncinln and A mil mnf »on of Gnilf Iv \ c^coclatlon/* “Individual' 
l'PSponsib 1 11 tv before fhn Inv ts according to tbe rdannlng committee J 
fbo nrinemlp bv which A moiMpoi^c should do»d \yjfh fho fheorv of o YPV- 
throw of fhp nrovovnmont of ( fhn FVdfnd Qfofos Ts fhic n valid nosiir 
lion in licrhf of the knowled 0 *** which America. evclndiiig fhp|Fn]J^* 
possesses of the Commimist Partv of the United States. Granule 
JTIaJi^eRtifyiner before tbe committee, stated that everv 
Tim Communist Partv was a notential esnionarre agent,. Whenl then, 
will esnlonanre bv members of tbo Gommnnjsf Party be restricted to 
individual^ action 9 TTnwnver. onlv through ja study can tbe determi¬ 
nation of individual action bo determined and tbo Fund lias made no 
sneb study. To combat imnalvmenf to individual liberty the planning 
committee nronosod that;the Fund nrive consideration to those pfatntes^ / 
intended to mimsh action relating to overthrow of the government, 
and those intended to control subversive actions bv organisations. 
Tills action was being nronosod at tbe same time fho Fund was advis¬ 
ing both the Ford Foundation and fho Infernal Pnroniio that tllftV 
would not engage in aotlvlfips designed to effect legislation. 

To determine tho Fund's rolo 1», voWTrmelJlv* f^ fl^ :^fo^ol rWn_ 
mnnist men nee a snecinl covnivGffoo o-P dh*notgw mvlnv fl> rt oliYdJmnn- 
shln of Fhno Ponor iroc foie^nd T'Ln, fnrmndl'of n 

meeting of Fund dbwforc "n AT.roh IP 10fJ9 «„d „. oe fl in 

“Inferna l PVimmmilcf ATohono fnmniHW fl, 0 f Undv 

tT fl^ bd<nnVnl r^o^bl-c ■ fividn g fn mnnonvo a 

gaSeOllS liarlv Vifh a riibbnr bond fho oni-nmUfon iii’nnovrtrl ond 
adonferl Procedures for studying tho Commnnlof mennco in Iocs than 
!> weeks. f ft 

The minutes of tile Board of TV rectors of fho T^md fo^ \ w n 0 10K3 
reflects that after concTdo».h>,v C?> A ,.nn n „f fl, n 

directors nrmrovod a efudr o-P i,. n oo 

liipnfionpfl in Hip rpnnrf: fo-pfliov wHli a sixCn fi n nnWipi,;,! J nnf ] 
pnfpvfninmpnf -nflnctrips.; T1i P fii T ovens nvp described in tlie Roper 
committee report as , 1 | 1 

1. A questionnaire type of study, among a large cross-section! 

of the American public, from file age of 1 (i upward. * * * • 
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2. A study of the record of confessed Communists, ns well ns ! 

of the Communist trials which have been held in various 

parts of the country; a study of what has been turned up by # j 

various congressional and other governmental investigations; 

a studv of as much as they are willing to tell us, about*what ' ! 

the FBI knows about the number and location of Commit- > . ; 

nists and Communist sympathizers; 3. The trade-union move¬ 
ment and of the infiltration and influence of Communists in 
that area: 4. A study of the colleges and also of the second¬ 
ary-school system in this country; and 5. A study of the ques- ^ ; 

tion of whether or hot Communists, in or out of Government, 
have had much or little to do with certain basic decisions 
which are commonly supposed to have played into the hands 
of the Communists. / 

Many grants have been made by the Fund, growing out of the rec- 1 

onwnendations of the Internal Communist Menace Committee, under 

the chairmanship of Elmo Roper. All of the large projects conducted ' ' 

by the Fund itself, and related to the subject of coimnfinisni, have 
grown out of this committee's recommendations. JPwo-of the proj¬ 
ects—one related to the size and extent of the>fuernal Communlist 
movement under project director Sm iniehi ^ ^Stonff eiv and another 
dealing with “blacklisting'’ in theunder tihe 
directorship of John Cogley, have been completed. Both projects 
have a strong bearing on the intent of the Fund for the Republic as it 
relates to the international Communist conspiracy, and more particu¬ 
larly, the Communist Party of the United States and its members and 
supporters. 

COMMUNISM, CONFORMITY, AND CIVIL LIBERTY 

Tn a memorandum to the trustees of the Ford Foundation, dated . ; 

February 24, 1053, and signed by Paul Hoffman as chairman of the 
Fund for the Republic, it was set forth that “A major factor affecting 

civil liberties today is the existence of communism and Communist in- 1 

fluenee in this country." The trustees were further advised that the 
directors of the Fund needed,a deeper insight into the many difficult 

concepts and problems which are encountered in the field of civil lib- j i 

erties. To obtain these insights, the directors advised that they pro- 

posed “to undertake research into the extent and nature of the internal j t 

Communist menace and its effect on our community and institutions.” * . 

We have previously set forth the position and recommendation of the > 

Fund’s planning committee, also feMiting to the Communist menace. , I 

From the planning committee, we^know the details of the knowledge > 

which the Fund hoped to obtainjuring its research. To supplement i ; 

this, and to direct the gatherina^f this knowledge, the Fund appointed , ( 5 

its Internal Comm unjst**M^nce Committee undeivthe chairmanship : 

of RTmo'Rpper. Roper’s committee felt that even if the Fund as- ' i 

sumed that the FBI had an accurate account and'dossier on the known ! 

Communists, that there would still be a necessity for their research. ; * 

Roper’s committee apparently realized that the mere numerical . f 

strength of the Communist;Party indicated nothing in a determina¬ 
tion of the extent to which the Communist Party threatened the secu- ; 

rity of the United States. The report stated : | ' ' 1 

A dozen farmers in the Midwest who, for one reason or " • ! 

another, affiliate themselves with the Communist movement, | i ' ; 

are potentially much less harmful to the United States than j 

a dozen Communists who are active, paid agents, and who 1 • I' 

have infiltrated either an important defense industry or an ‘ . 

important governmental body. . ; j 

With this understanding, Roper’s committee was required to select * ; i 

a research technique for the purpose of obtaining the knowledge which : ' ‘ 

the Fund stated it must have. In this connection, the report stated: 1 ! 

Since people with different educational backgrounds have « i N , 

come to have more respect for one research technique than f 1 

another, we think it advisable that, we employ not one type » , 1 i 

of research, but as many as have achieved aiiy considerable ; „ - ! 

Acceptance. / For example, there are many iwiio respect the i i 1 
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type of research done by lawyers in preparing law cases. 
There are'others who have more respect for public opinion 
research, just as there are others who have more respect for 
the type of research done by the FBI or by a trained sociol¬ 
ogist. Therefore, we feel it advisable to approach this prob¬ 
lem from the standpoint of several, rather than one research 
technique, and wherever the approach can be made under 
the auspices of a competent group who has prestige with a 
large segment of the public, it should be done. 

Elmo Roper, chairman of the committee, at that time was owner of 
a public opinion research company. This may have been,the reason 
why the first area was set forth as u a questionnaire type of study among 
a large cross-section of the American public from the age of 1(1 up¬ 
ward.” We have shown through documents of the Ford Foundation, 
letters and statements to the Ford Foundation hv the directors of the 
Fund for the Republic, and from documents of the Fund itself the 
need which the Fund stated it must have. All this documentation 
pinpointed this need us‘relating to the size, nature and locat ion of 
the Internal Communist menace. Further, that this infoimatinji was 
needed prior to their proceeding to fulfill their objectives. W,e fell 
that certainly the first project of the Fund would be to fulfill this 
objective. But let's loot at the entire text of point 1 of the Roper 
committee's report, in order to determine what was intended jwheii 
the Fund for the Republic hired Dr. Samuel A. Stouiler to direct 
this project which related to the size, nature, and location ojf the 
internal Communist menace. 

A questionnaire type of study among a large cross section 
of the American public, from the age of 10 upward. We 
would deliberately use a large sample—perhaps *2fM)00—so 
that the maximum number of breakdowns could be made. 

A committee would be set up, consisting>of a public opinion 
researcher, a psychologist, a sociologist, a lawyer, and perj- 
liaps an anthropologist to devise a questionnaire uhielji 
would be thoroughly tested. In this study we would at¬ 
tempt to discover what people’s attitudes are toward the key 
areas in which the Communist ideas differ from those of 
democrats. Not only would we attempt to learn people's atj 
titudes toward Russia and world communism, but we would 
attempt to learn how far the Communist philosophy, and 
possibly the fear of it ? lias crept into people's beliefs about 
various economic, political, and sociological matters. We 
would also try to get some appraisal of the public's idea of 
the extent of the Communist menace—whether they fee) 
they personally know any Communists: whether they feel 
there are any in their own town or their county; whetlnn[ 
they think the teaching profession is half Communist or 10 
percent Communist, or 1 percent; the same for labor unions 
and other groups. We would, in short, attempt to learn just 
how many of which groups of people have accepted which 
parts of the Communist doctrine on the one hand, and at 
the same time get at the current folklore about communism 
and an appraisal of the publie'syfeeling about the nature? 
and size of the menace. We woidjtl break these results down 
by age groups, geographic a realize of place, economic levelj 
national and religious uackgroiyd. 

it is premature to set tlow’if names, but a suggested ad¬ 
visory committee could hawkfa respected public opinion re-! 
searcher such asvDr. Clyde Hart of the University of 
Chicago, or Doctor Sah rfn dof Harvard, or Dr. 

Paul Lazarfeba of Columbia, a respected physiologist such 
ffwmM-Erwin of the. TTrifversity of Pennsylvania, al 
sociologist such as Leo Ck>ttW fl of Cornell, etc, ()bvioush,| 
there are other ^leople’equa 1 lyTftUfli lied. j 

The results from such a study might turn out to be dra-l 
matte. For all we know now, a majority of our people may! 
feel there are a million card-carrying Communists m the 
United States, whereas the F. B. L may be equally surej 
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' there are 25,000. For all we know now, a majority of our 
people may believe that there are 25 million adults in tjhe 
United States who would like to see private ownership [of 
all property abolished. And our survey"may show (his 
number to be closer to 250,000, There may, in short, Ibe 
s rather wide differences between what our people genuinely 
believe in a selected list of questions about their political, 
economic and sociological'beliefs and what most of us think 
they believe. 1 j 

On May 18, the directors approved Dr. Samuel A. Stouffer as 
.director of the research described above. By September Stauffer's 
project was no longer referred to as an effort to determine either the 
size* nature or location of the internal Communist menace, jit was 
merely a “attitude survey”. At the meeting of the directors oh Sep¬ 
tember 10, it was reported by Mr. Ko}>er that the special committee on 
attitude survey would shortly hold its first meeting. Prior jto the 
forming of the committee and its holding its first meeting, Dr. 
Stouffer engaged in considerable research and consultation in order 
to learnrthe variables which would be most impouffint and most 
feasibbTin studying^ttitudes toward communism, tow aril | means 

of qg^nbating it^ftouffer consulted with R Amnoi^uA. Bauo rJ Louis 
Hams, HerbejiTHymarUv,!!arie Jahojia, itxuRre Ik and 

Un-American Activities deems it appropriate at 
this point of the report, to make its position clear with respect to 
individuals mentioned in this report. Many of the indniduali hired 
by the Fluid for the Republic, have long records of'affiliation^ with 
Communist-front organizations. Several have been witnesses jboforo 
congressional committees. The committee .wants the Fund for the 
Republic understood on the basis of the record of the Fund as it is re¬ 
ported in this report. An individual can support or defend commu¬ 
nism and Communist Party members without being an established 
member of the Communist Party or established as a CommunistJfrout¬ 
er. The Internal Revenue Service, as an executive agency, has avail¬ 
able to it the files and records of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
The records of the Committee on Un-American Activities, together 
with the files of investigation of the Fund for the Republic, ha ye been 
offered to the Internal Revenue Service. The prejudice of those con¬ 
nected with the Fund for the Republic, irrespective of whether the 
prejudice is based on an active and conscientious affiliation wutlj com¬ 
munism, is not rieyessary to support a recommendation that the! Fund 
for the Republic is not qualified to hold a tax-exempt, status asleither 
a charitable or educational foundation. Tlie Fund for the Republic 
engages almost exclusively in propaganda, and the committee finds 
that the evidence reported in this report documents this fact., j 

Returningto the attitude survey project, as it is now known under the 
direction of I)r. Stouffer, we find that from September of 15)5^ until 
March of 1954, four drafts of a questionnaire were prepared 1 , sam¬ 
pled and either discarded or modified before arriving at a question¬ 
naire which was submitted to the Fund for the Republic on March 22, 
1954. / 1 ■ ’ | 

The committee does not possess the first four drafts, and so we are 
unable to study the-type of questions .which were discarded. With¬ 
out the results of the test samplings, we are also unable to report the 
reasons questions were discarded;by Dr. Stouffer and his committee 
as not being adequate. We do know that much of what the committee 
on the internal Communist menace hoped to learn as the results of the 
questionnaire, was not learned because no questions were included in 
the final questionnaire.! ^ * 

A budget of $167,000!was approved by the Fund for the Republic 
for this project. A survey among roughly 5,000 citizens was con¬ 
ducted by two national public opinion research organizations, and 
the findings of the'Fund for the Republic were released by the! Fund 
in the form of a book “Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties,” 
authored by the project director, Samuel A. Stouffer. I 

The Internal Revenue regulations relating to tax-exempt organ!- 
' zations, tend to extempt Ifrom consideration of propaganda occasTonal 
writings and speeches. rTlie Fund for the Republic has utilized this 
exemption to Occasional] writings and speeches, as a vehicle to] carry 
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out much of its activities. When,the 1 Fund has been challenged for 
either false or faulty findings, it has dodged its responsibility by stat¬ 
ing that the views expressed are not the veiws of the Fund, but the 
views of the author. The Fund has therefore guided its child through 
the commission of a crime, only to disinherit and disclaim him when 
he is apprehended. We shall demonstrate this activity more clearly 
in dealing with the Fund project on blacklisting. 

We have seen above; Avhat the Internal'Communist Committee 
sought when it approved the project .under, the chairmanship pf Dr, 
Stouffer. When we compare this with the findings, which is Di\ 
Stou tiers hook, we must realize that great changes were made! Did 
we find in the original report questions relating to “Are civic leaders 
more tolerant than other people' 5 ; “How tolerant is the new’ genera¬ 
tion' 5 ; “I)o women have viewpoints differing from men?” “How far 
does the Communist threat account, for intolerance or non-conform-^ 
ists ? 5 ' The key area described by Roper's* Committee was the one 
in which the Communist ideas differ fronr those of democrats, It . 
also desired to learn how far the Communist philosophy had crept 
into people’s beliefs about various economical, political and socio-* 
logical matters. What; caused the change, and what was the Fund 
attempting to establish 1 in preparing the final draft of its question¬ 
naire? Wc’charge that the Fund, through the final draft of the 
questionnaire, was attempting to first,- establish that the feeling of 
the American people toward the Communist Party and Communist 
Party members was 'motivated by fear. Failing to find this,] toler¬ 
ance towards non-conformists, principally members of the Commu¬ 
nist Party, but including atheists and socialists, was selected to sup¬ 
port those who opposed the denial of employment to Communist 
Party members in our:schools, colleges and yes, even the Federal 
Government. We feel |that the closing paragraph of the Stjouffer 
Committee report, together w ith the nature of the questions includ¬ 
ing the questionnaire and Dr. Stouffer’s analysis of the tabulations 
prove this charge. .The last paragraph of the report rendered the 
StouIter-directed committee reads as follows: J * 

The committee [StouffePs] believes that this, proposed 
study if carried out with skill and thoroughness, can be ' 
great importance in aiding our understanding of problems 
basic to the mission of the Fund for the Republic. A note of 
sober caution, nevertheless, is in order. Nobody cm <pmW 
on tee in advance that all that we might hope for from such \a 
study can be accomplished. In some of its objectives it ma!y 
fall sjliort. Hut it lias been prepared with conscientiousness, 
and every question included has been weighed carefully as iio 
its possible utility in the final analysis, although the pur¬ 
pose of some of the questions may not. seem obvious at first 1 
glance. Criticism may be expected. The Committee has 
sought to avoid personalities (except for symbolic figures 
such as the President and the head of the FHI) and to avoijd 

-the details of current political party controversies. While 
we have tried always to be discreet, we have-not dodged 
inquiries necessary ;for a better umlerstaniji^g of attitudes 
which may have far-reaching consequenc^Hn America.• 

■'* Iti‘|>*irt to tin 1 fund from Sppci.U Committee on -flVitiule Survey. Marcli 22, 11154. 

In completing the survev^^ iii^oT""?T^ 770 ()O of tax-exempt 

money was spent by the Fund for the Kepublic. The end pijoduct 
was not distributed to the American people as a tax-exempt enterprise, 
but rather was made available to the American people through a 
hook. If the American people were to be educated by this survey, it 
was necessary for them to purchase the hook at the cost of $4 per copy. 
From the document of the Fund for the Republic, including its com¬ 
mittees, \ve have shown; what the Fund for the Republic desired to 
know’ with respect to the extent of the internal Communist menace. 
Vi e have further shown through the Stouffer Committee document 
and the document of the Roper Committee how this original intent 
was modified to a point where only by tracing the sources could we 
establish the relationship between the original proposal and the end* 
product. I 
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Professor Stouffer and his book sets forth that the,survey was 
intended to examine the depths of the reactions of Americans to two 
dangers. (1) “From-the Communist conspiracy, outside and inside 
the country," ancL(2) “from those who in thwarting the conspiracy,' 
would sacrifice some of the very liberties which the enemy would 
destroy." Rather than what was originally intended of the survey, 
Professor Stouffer tells us that his survey dealt with “imagined 
provocation," “state of pathological fear," and whether or hot the 
images about Communists, which * people carry in their heads, are 
related to the willingness to deprive “other nonconformists, r who are , 
not necessarily Communists, of civil rights. 

Professor Stouffer tells us on page 24 of his book, that he was pos¬ 
sessed with a bias, although he does not explain the nature of the bias. 

To cover up those instances where his bias showed, Professor Stouffer-. 
wrote “The author has tried earnestly to be objective—to keep h^s own 
convictions about the dangers of assaults by both Communists and 
anti-Communists upon the dignity and freedom of the huinan| spirit . 
from coloring his judgment as an analyst and reporter.” Where his. 
bias does show, Professor Stouffer asked his readers to “supply your 
own'correction factors in interpretation.” To expose the bias uncov-’ 
ered by the committee would require a document consisting of as many 
pages as Professor Stouffer’s book, but we shall examine^*few. 

The survey was conducted aniong/4,933 residents Of the United 
States over age PC Included in the 4J)3tff were l,5QjTcivic leaders. 

The civic lendersutomprised uniqpf officials, presidents of chambers 
of commerce, elected city ofe county officials amWrhe presidents of \ 
organizations^icti as the I), sft. R„ Leagu e of and ^ 

the Anierift&n LegionJ Fear was the' inTTverse around which tjie 
inajtTriry ot nre-tpi^Rous revolved. r An analysis of the questionnaire 
clearly showed that the questions were prepared in such a manner ' 
that the suspicion of fear as a motivation of action. When fepir did 
not hold up, a substitute for fear was quickly injected. Because the 
subject, of fear started the questionnaire, even the very fh*st question, 
fear of communism fell; fiat by question 4, when it was found that only 
.‘5 percent of the people surveyed expressed % a fear of communism. Tol- 1 
era nee and intolerance! was then substituted as the Fund’s universe,_ 
and this is the theme of Professor Stouffers book. According to the' 
Fund for the Republic, through its project director, Professor Samuel 
A. Stouffer, an American is tolerant or intolerant, depending upon his^ 
views of the rights which he would accord to socialists, atheists, Com¬ 
munists and a fourth icategory, of individuals described as “a man „ 
whose loyalty has been questioned before a congressional committee, 
but who swears under oath he has never been a Communist.”,! 

The committee, in reviewing the records-of congressional commit¬ 
tees, cannot visualize a witness who fits the category described in the,J \ 
fourth category. The survey did not attempt to define this individ¬ 
ual, and it must be assumed,that 1 those who answered the question 
were as confused as ai;ejve. In the main, the questionnaire asks of 
'each of these four categories whether they should be permitted to 
make a speech in the community, whether a hook they wrote {should' 
be removed from the public library, or if they should be fired if they 
happened to be teaching in a high school, college or university. With 
respect to the Communists, or the individual whoste loyalty was!ques- 
tioned, the questionnaire sought,to learn also whether or not either or , 
both ca tegories should be fired if they were employed as a radio [singer, 
and whether or not, if they were on a sponsored program, the respond¬ 
ent would stop buying the product of the sponsor. Also included in 
the questionnaire restricted to the,Communists, were questions; which r 
related to the revocation of American citizenship, putting an.admitted 
Communist in jail, tapping private telephones in order to get evidence 
against Communists, and severing a friendly relationship, with an 
individual who was either a. CommunisU 10 years ago but was not / 
today, or one who had been a Communist until recently. Also'in¬ 
cluded in the,pattern oUtolerance and intolerance was the question 
as to whether or not it is a “good idea or a bad idea for people to 
report to the FBI any {neighbors or acquaintances whom they suspect 
of being Communists?” IUis in chapter 2 that Professor Stouffer - , 
engages in his first bit! of sleight-of-hand. 1 On page 45, after setting 
forth'the question relating to reporting to the FBI, Professor Stouffer 

T ' . ! 1 * . ’ . • 
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after placing his qwn analysis on the answer to the question, makps 
reference to the fact that the respondents were handed a card and 
were asked which, in their opinion, of the two statements printed on 
the card were the more important. “To find out all the Communists, 
even if some innocent people should be hurt,” or “to protect the rights 
of innocent people, even if some Communists are not found outj”. 
Because these questions followed immediately after that relating to 
the FBI, it is implied these questions or statements refer to reporting 
suspected Communists to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. How¬ 
ever, these two statements were used in the questionnaire with respept 
to investigation by congressional committees. If we look at the com¬ 
plete questionnaire, filed as an nppendix to Professor Stouffers book, 
we can see the loaded nature 1 of the questions relating to congressional 
committees and become convinced that these two statements were 
thrown in as the last straw to find some expression from the American 
people which would closely approximate the position with respect 
to congressional committees 1 held by Professor Stouffer. I 

The Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation lias repeatedly 
acknowledged that, the work of congressional committees investigat¬ 
ing Communism has supplemented the work of' the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, yet the question was asked whether the respondent 
thought that “these committees are actually making it harder for the 
FBI to catch Communists.” And while 4,933 respondents were asked 
this question, only the responses from those who acknowledged an aflil- 
iation with either the Republican or Democratic Parties was made 
public in the report, and the report acknowledges that the percentages 
used refer only to less than 1 one-half of the respondents. On top of 
this, the same treatment was given to other questions relating to con¬ 
gressional committees such as “Are these committees as much inter¬ 
ested in getting publicity arid votes as in protecting the country from 
the Communist threat ?” 1 

In the “suggested procedures for studying the size and extent of 
the internal Communist menace”, the Roper Committee acknowledged 
that certain people distrusted findings obtained by public opinipn 
surveys. This is primarily because the questions can ho worded or 
arranged to obtain the desired results. Ambiguous questions shell 
as those used by Professor Stouffer assist this objective. Take t|he 
Fund survey questions: “Consider a man whose loyalty has been ques¬ 
tioned before a congressional committee, but who swears under oath 
he has never been a Communist, should he be allowed to make! a 
speech in your community, or not ?” Does the fact that lie denies that 
he ever was a Communist establish his loyalty? "Even with such an 
anonymous description the survey also asked if somebody suggested 
liis book be removed from the library, would the respondent favor re¬ 
moval ?” Also, should he be fired from his employment as a “high 
school” or “college” teacher, “defense plant,” “shoe clerk,” or “radio 
singer?” Answeuffto these questions, as confused as the subject of 
them is, were ns#l in determining the'tolerance or intolerance of the 
respondents. JSmly by reading a series of articles in Look magazine 
by Professor^touffer, and published prior to his book, do we learn 
that “whosq^oyalty has been questioned” 00 means simply that he was 

*> Uoiik mWjpislne, Mil roll 22 nml April 3, m33, 

accusSToTheing a Communist. How much more accurate would the 
questions have been if a questionnaire would have read: “Consider a 
man who was accused of being a Communist but who swears under 
oath lie has never been, should he be allowed to make a speech in your 
community?” Would the percentage willing to permit him to speak 
he higher than the 70 percent reported by the Fund? We feel sure] it 
would. An honest wording would have made more understanding 
Professor Stouffer's statement: “In oilier words, a man accused |of 
being a. Communist is granted a greater degree of freedom to talk 
than is a man opposed to religion?” 

Professor Stouffer found that, “the American public is clearly hot, 
quivering with fear and anxiety” (a finding which the Fund, through 
speeches by its President Hutchins, has not accepted even as late jas 
1956). However, his book makes the most of all opportunities Ito 
exaggerate restriction on freedom. The survey showed that 87 per- 


I 



/ 


LINO REGAL—AB 35 

Professor Stouffer must certainly have been hiding his first hand . 

facts from the Fund for the Republic because they commissioned 
hundreds of thousands of dollars on such educational projects as “Fear 
y in Education.” Professor Stouffer was commissioned to determine 

the size, nature and extent of the Communist menace. Instead hej per- \ ' 1 

verted the study to what he described in “Look” as a determination 
of “What is on the mind of the American People? What are [they 
thinking about, worried about, concerned about? - We asked our cross / i 

section of America.” He found that they disliked Communism 1 and 
everything which comprised "the Communist conspiracy? This posi- ' v . 
tion of the American was contrary to his, so he serves up his opinion , - \ 

for their reaction. His procedure is in conformance with Fund Fresi- *n 

dent Hutchins. Writes Stouffer: * j 

When politicians for». partisan advantages exaggerate the 
current spread of the Communist conspiracy, can we blame 1 
an ordinary person for supporting drastic measures to stop; ; 

the supposed conversion to Communism of people in key po- i 

sitions in Washington or in our foreign service, armed forces, - , 

or defense plants? , 

Is .T. Edgar Hoover's statement such as his testimony before the 
House Appropriations Committee an example of exaggeration: ^ ' j 

Factual data compiled by the Bureau daily through its 1 i 

counterintelligence operations clearly portrays the interna T j 
tional Communist* movement as the greatest menace free , - j 

civilization has ever found. - * * . i 

Stouffer presents no evidence"that the Communist Party has de¬ 
serted its policy or object of conversion, and he cannot believe it j lias. ♦ j 

As for key positions in Washington, as he describes them, they have ' . i 

no place in his book. He inquired Jibout Communists in Govern¬ 
ment or defense plants. He did noj^listinguish between the janitor I 

or head of a department of a government agency. In defense plants, - j 

he did not distinguish betweeu^)ositions or the degree of secjrecy 
which surrounded the contapt^upon which the Communists worked. ; 

Compare this with News wean’s “A Measure of Fean” in the issue of . ! 

May 9, 1955. Newsweelc^quofes S tou ffei : ~“* * * I wouldn’t allow ax 
Communist near a college faculty, and I certainly would not led one 
get into a defense plant”. It is hard to believe that the Stouffer’s 
are the same individual, i 

Stouffer also disapproved the large percentage of respondents that ^ 
approved congressional investigation of communism. To myii : 
mize his findings, lie, selected political affiliation only, rather than 
cross-sectional figures in dealing with many questions relating to com¬ 
mittees or the FBI. Other questions relating to committees and their 
procedures and operations, he elected to conceal completely. Part of 
the reasons given by Stouffer for this position on the part of| the 
people is: r . * l 

People who don't like the fellow who pushes others about 
in i\ crowd, or who edges around ahead of others in a line, or 
who beats up somebody weaker than himself, may still ap¬ 
prove tactic* that take advantage of witnesses. 

Are committees exposing communism, motivated by truth? Stouffer 
infers that they are not. Without proof, he writes, “While nobody* 
likes a liar, some of the public has to learn that Communist conspira¬ 
tors are not the only liars.” He then describes the other liars, “those " 
who evoke the public's emotions through exposing or claiming to 
expose Communists, sometimes also trifle with the truth.” j *' 

Professor Stouffer listed certain suppositions all related to fear, such 
as “climate which has been created in our public service which is| un¬ 
necessarily preventing loyal citizens, whose skills are needed, from 
serving the country effectively or from serving it at all”; or “research 
and development program which must keep us ahead- of Russia in 
weapons* race may be lagging because of such unnecessary harass¬ 
ment”, or “foreign-service officers were afraid to tell Waslxington| un¬ 
pleasant truths in their dispatches for fear of future, persecution”; 
were set forth to indicate that if the people believed these things their 
answers would be different. That these suppositions or the questions 
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included in the questionnaire were not necessarily to be related to the 
truth is confirmed by Stonffer. “The function of this book is not to 
state whether facts alleged in these questions are true, or only partly 
true, or false", Stonffer then declares that the overwhelming majority 
of the public do not even know that such allegations, such as those to 
which we have referred, are being made. | ^ 

Stonffer gave as an example at point that, “when asked to describe in * 
their own words the good things and bad things [two separate' ques¬ 
tions in survey] which congressional investigating committees have 
done, only 14 people out of 4in our cross-section mentioned any 
of these allegations.” None of the “good things’' are even hinted at by 
the author. And even in this connection we have'a descrepancy. In 
his “Look? article Stonffer raised the 14 to 20 and pinpointed the alle¬ 
gations. He wrote in Look magazine: “Only 20 out of almost 5,000 
people volunteered any mention of matters '* * * such as the jtreat- 
nient of witnesses before committees in Washington, challenges |to the 
loyalty of educators and scientists, local vigilante action, etc.” | 

Professor Stonffer cautioned against the slow erosion of civil liber¬ 
ties. These he described with the example of the Girl Scouts of‘ 

America: 

The fact, for example, that the Girl Scouts of America, 
quietly made some deletions and changes in their 1954 Hand-' 
book, yielding to self-styled pro-American pressure, may or 
may not be big news, or even a case in point. True, the par¬ 
ents of a girl scout might discover by themselves what has- 
happened and make their own interpretation. But very fejvv 
are likely to do it unless their attention is aroused, either di¬ 
rectly through a responsible press, radio, or television or 
else through the vigilance of thought-leaders in the local 
community, who in turn are likely to have been-alerted by 
what they read on the printed page or what! they heard or saw 
over the air. ' ^ 

Tliis subject was not included in the survey nor is it even remotely 
a part of the "Roper committee’s outline. It is a representation [of the 
propaganda of Professor Stonffer, v a project director of the Fiinjd. It 
is devoid of facts in evidence. As it involved an internal conflict 
within the girl scouts, its role in the,erosion of civil liberty cannot be 
seen. The facts are these and they have been carriecUBy the (press. 

Midwest Girl Scout leaders became concerned over chafes which were 
being made l n 7 tlierev ised 1954 Girl Scout Handbo okyThey attempted' 
to have their position considerecTbjrgirl officers. [When 

their pleadings fell upon deaf ears, they consulraT with the American 
Legion. The Legion investigated and fOuncligerit in the complaints 
against the revised handbook. By resolu^gfr; adopted at a national f 
convention, the Legion urged the GjiJ^Scoiffs of America tp make cer¬ 
tain changes, which theiy did. T1 irTTr^sobtfl^; wh i cFwas public * 

knowledge and which was given prominent notice in the press, is 
reproduced as a test to the facts which were in the possession of 
Professor Stonffer when he wrote'“that the Girl Scouts of Aijnerica 
quietly made some deletions and changes in. their 195<f Handbook.” 

Adopted by thr'SGth National Convention of the American Legion Meeting 
in Washington. D. C. t August at) Through September 2, 1954. 

• i t ' 1 ' 

RESOLUTION NO, 3 28 AS AMENDED 

Whereas, certain leaders of the Girl Scouts’ movement in Illinois' did come to 
The American Legion of Illinois with the request!that a resolution be written 
'"mul passed by the Department Convention,setting forth specific and documented 
instances of Un-American propaganda contained within official Girl Scoutfe publi¬ 
cations and Manual, and • , 1 

Whereas, the Department of Illinois, after ascertaining the-facts from these \ 

Girl Scout officials thatifhelr National leaders had failed to effecturtte proper - 
deletions and correct th#situntion complained of. did pass such a resolution after 
complete documentnfMi had been presented and established snch as the 1053 
Handbook, the Leader^Magazine, Official U. 8. Government reports, and | 

Whereas; since the adoption of this resolution the Department of Illindis, has-* 
received from the National {Office of the Girl Scouts five pages of corrections and 1 ^ 

deletions which are to be incorporated In the 1055 Handbook, therefore | 

Re it resolved. That ThetAmerican Legion National Convention does commend 
this relnedial action taken,by the National Office of the Girl Scouts aiid does / 

urge that the leadership go further and advise the American public as to Whether 
or not those responsible for inserting tlW recognized Un-American propaganda 
are stlU directing policies of the Girl Scouts, and v | 
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Be it further resoled, That the National Girl Scout lenders are requested to 
advise the American public as to what action has been taken in regardj to the 
correction of other recognized Un-American propaganda appearing in Girl Scout 
publications, other than the Handbook, and 

Be it further kesoia eo,; That the National Commander of The American 
Legion is hereby directed to promptly confer with the President and officials of 
the Girl Scouts of America for the purpose of offering the cooperation and 
assistance of The American Legion to the Girl Scouts of America in implement¬ 
ing and securing the reinsertion of the deleted jHisitlve Americanism material in 
the Girl Scout Handbook and other publications, terminating what appears to he 
the attempted infiltration of the Girl Scouts and building a continuing and 
permanent liaison arrangement lief ween the Girl Scouts of America and The 
American Legion; witji the view that'in the future the programs of the two 
organizations may he directed to the common goal of inculcating in our youth a 
love of America and ail implacable abhorrence of the world Communist conspir¬ 
acy and world government, and 

Be it further RESpLVEii^Thnt The American Legion commends the “Girl 
Scouts” for both its purple and its accomplishments in educating tin? girlhood 
of America to an appreciation of the resiionsibilities of United States citizenship. 

The American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars have been 
a target of the Brfiid for the Republic, they were likewise to Processor 
Stouffer, RrojBssor Stouffer used his scale of tolerance to attack the 
Legion, A, R., and religion. The scale of tolerance, which 

scale was based on either ambiguous or misleading questions* was 
used to find that “the study has shown that heads of patriotic groups 
like the D. A. R. and the American Legion tend, ax wight have been 
'predicted, to lie less willing to tolerate nonconformists’' Stouffer 
makes this finding in spite of the fact of his subsequent finding that 
“nearly half of the local D. A. R. regents and commanders of Legion 
posts tend to score in the “more tolerant group .’ 1 The educational 
levels of the veteran, not a consideration on the field of battle, is found 
by Stouffer to be “disproportionally low.'* He then uses this finding 
to infer that they were permitting the Legion or V. F. W. to deceive 
them or else they, because of their low educational level, are not quali¬ 
fied to have an opinion on the heritage of America. In addition, 
becouse their educational level is disproportionally low they are 
intolerant. / j 

Of those in a higher educational level there is also a high degree of 
intolerance especially among women and churchgoers, “it has per¬ 
haps not been adequately appreciated that a considerable element in 
the opposition to a free: market in ideas in America, is religious in 
origin", reported Stouffer, “Regular church attendees are less jlikelv 
than other people to be tolerant of the kinds of nonconformists or 
suspected nonconformists about whom we are inquiring," Stouffer 
wrote, also that these same persons* a re “more likely than others jto see 
the Communist danger as severe/’ Stouffer relates: 

from! the standpoint botli of devout Catholic and Protes¬ 
tant—the Protestant fundamentalist, particularly—there is 
an assault on traditional religious tenets. | 

Without divulging to his reader the evidence, he continued : 

The youth in our schools— especiall y in secular colleges and 
universities—often emerge with doubts about the inspiration 
of the Bible or the infallibility of religious beliefs learned ip 
early childhood. Indeed, a case can he made for thinking 
that reactions against these phenomena are among the maip 
sources of anti-intelleetualism in America, insofar as “Intel- 
lectualisnr stands for a free market place of ideas. 

Reminding us of the Scopes trij ^ j, Stouffer repeats that: 

the fact to he r eglfb^jferwiffris that teachers, hooks, and 
magazines do threaten certain kinds of traditional religious 
certitude. 1 


With this background presented to us. Stouffer changes an atheist 

With this background presented to us, Stouffer changes an atheist 
cross-section, who felt that an individual opposition to churches 
and religion would alone peg him as a Communist. The respondent^ 
'were not able to explain whether this meant an actual membej^yf 
the party. The respondents were asked other questions—winner a 
person could be a Communist without being a formal ujjmiBer of 
the party. Could they have been familiar with Khru^cmv's recent 
declaration; ...1 
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cent of the respondents felt free to speak their minds. Of the 13 per¬ 
cent who did not feel as free, 5 percent of the community leaders or 

10 individuals expressed much concern over tliis restriction. Almost, 

an entire chapter,ds built around these ten, with seven being quoted. 
Seven individuals out of 4,933 are used to exhibit a climate of f^ear 
which Professor Stouffer, himself, found not to exist. | 

Political interest of the American people in respect to Communism 
was also studied. “Inflated” was Professor Stou tier's findings when 

11 percent answered very closely, 45 percent fairly closely, andj 44 
percent hardly at all, to the question of how closely they* followed 
news relating to communism. t “Occasionally" was the fourth parti of 
the question according to the questionnaire. It was dropped from 
the reported results. In which of the three categories did he place the 
respondents answering occasionally. Was it “fairlf closely” or 
“hardly at all”? While this is of little importance this play with 
figures, questions the accuracy of other presentations. It compares 
with the technique of showing a political apathy by reporting, hot 
that 70 percent of the respondents were able to name a Congressman 
or Senator, taking^ leading ptfrt in the investigations of Communism, 
but by reporting that 30 percent could not. 

The number of respondents to the Fund survey are listed as 4,933. 
Yet when we examine Stouffer"s record^ we find an inconsistency even 
in this. On page 55 of the Stouffer book, the number of respondents 
are listed by “time of interview.” In totaling the case, we arrive not 
at 4,933 but 4,882. On page 89, the respondents are broken down into 
age groups for the purpose of establishing tolerance, or lack thereof,, 
by age. Running the range from 21 to 60 and over the number] of 
cases are reported not; as 4,933, or 4,882, but 2,768. On page 90, jtlie 
respondents are broken down into educational level from college 
graduates down to and including some grade school While its fore¬ 
seeable that some respondents had no schooling, its inconceivable that 
only 2,763 of 4,933 did have. With only g little more than.half of 
the respondents included in the statistics, how can one judge the ac¬ 
curacy of the findings relating to tolerance based on age and educa¬ 
tion. It will be recalled that this confusion in part was dealt vyitli 
in an editorial which appeared in the Saturday Evening Post. The 
same editorial which according to President Hutchins of the Fund,]“is 
characteristic of the times that the Saturday Evening Post has said 
" "" e d i t ^dally that t his study shows the.dangers of education.” 01 

01 The Berea A lumjnUB,' October 1035. Speech before graduating'clefts, June 1055. 

The numbers game is again played on page 181, where there is set 
forth “in the national cross-section of 4,933 cases, there were |l58 
cases or 3 percent who claimed to have known a self-admitted or self- 
proclaimea Communist.” jCompare these figures with those set forth 
only two pages later, when in dealing with the 1,500 community lead¬ 
ers, less than one-third of the 4,933 which comprised the cross-section, 
11 percent or 166.9. said they had known a self-admitted or self- 
proclaimed Communist. : - 

i Many other examples could he presented of Professor Stouffer’s in¬ 
dulgence of fraud bv numbers. The principal question to ask is what 
was to be gained by these/misrepresentations. Professor Stouffer 
admitted he was biased but claimed He had controlled this bias, at 
. least to the extent of the original questionnaire; or the analysis of the 
results. Most of the intolerant people are good wholesome Americans, 
writes Stouffer. As to why. they are then intolerant, Stouffer finds, 
“many of them, as we have seen in this book, are simply drawing quite 
normal and logical inferences from premises which are false becaiuse 
the information on which the premises are based is false.” .Several 
, apparent examples of this are given by Stouffer. ■ 

When, for example, national figures say flatly that our 
schools and colleges are full of teachers of atheistic com mu- 
„ nism, can. we blame ah average citizen who s has no first hand 
access to the filets if he comes to think a purge of the educa¬ 
tional system may be ifecessary* 





•••scientific and atheistic propaganda is an integral part of the 
Communist education of the working people, and has as its aim the 
dissemination of scientific, materialist knowledge among the masses 
and the liberation of believers from the influence of religious 
prejudices. 

Decree of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, signed 
by Khrushchev; Pravda „ November 11, 1954 
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We remain the atheists that we have alway^een; we are 
doing all we can to liberate those people whj^ire still under 
the spell of this religious opiates* jr 

Assisting Professor Stouffer wa s Gordon^?. Allport w ho has been 
mentioned in previous publicationlToFfne 1 im!S?* Allport can¬ 
not be considered unbiased* in his approach to a. study designed to de¬ 
termine the size, nature and location of the International Communist 
menace* By his public action in demanding repeal of the McCarran 
; Act, he has declared his opposition to legislation designed to regulate 
Communist activities. By nis demand for abolishment of committees 
investigating communism,' he has proclaimed his disapproval 
tigations of Communism. These were, the subject matter of t}*£ survey 
upon which Stouffer credited him with contributing memoranda land 
criticism. . Needless to say, it was All port who favoraroly reviewed 
1 Stouffer’s book in the May 14,1955, issue of “S a t u n da ti me vie w." 

( eral other consultants to Professor Stouffer The 

opinions expressed by the respondents related; to their economic jahd 
, religious outlqpk. The disapproval which the respondents voiced were 
reflections upon them, and therefore required challenging. j 

To counteract the intolerance which Professor Stouffer constructed 
, a scale to determine, he recommended “a long-sustained program of 
public education through ;the pressj radio and television, and more di¬ 
rect local influence, based not primarily on the negative themje of 
|‘pooh-poohing’ the Communist threat but principally on the positive 
theme of, the supreme'importance df civil liberties, could be expected 
f t'o have an affect.” . i* , / ’ ** I 

This recommendation was adopted by the Fund for the Republic by 
appropriating monies to several projects. Were these projects! de¬ 
signed to “pooh-poohing” communism, attempt to destroy those things 
which the respondents approved, or to present 1 the facts as facts with 
"which the American people could arrive at sHi 1 understanding of ^on¬ 
to have an effect.” v ! > / v ‘ 

. > . FREEDOM AGENDA PROGRAM 


^traiiss^ an official of the League of 
informal discussion, with President (ul if- 


the 

and 


Early in 1954, Anna 
Women Voters, comment 

-ford Case of the Fund. Mrs. Strauss’ purpose for approaching 
Fund was to seek a grant of money to combat a “climate of fear 
suspicion” which has been ‘‘generated in this] country by many fac¬ 
tors” She described the factors as “the prolonged ‘cold war^ re- 
\ strictive security measures, tltfTnationwide ‘hate campaigns’, andj the 
, emotional strain caused by tin? Korean conflict/’ 62 


03 Proposal of the CarTle Chapl 
1954.. 


! 

Cntt Fund to the Fluid for the Republic* March 29. 


Apparently ? because the'Fund, was prohibited by law to engage in 
^political activities, or the influencing of legislation, it could not appro- 

E riate to the Ijeague of Women Voters. This was also not desirable 
scause the League was bn record with opinions on these subjects. 
A disinterested vehicle was needed. The Carrie Chapman Catt Me- 
( morial Fund, Inc., became the disinterested vehicle. * 

The Carrie Chapman Catt Memorial Fund, Inc., was incorporated 
as an educational fund' on December 18, 1947. Freedom Agenda . 
./pamphlets identify GCCMF.as a research and educational fund cfe- 
atedlby the Ijeague of Women Voters. 

After a couple of months of informal negotiation,,Anna Lord 
Strauss, writing on the letterhead of the'tax-exempt CCCMF, made 
a formal request of the Fund'for $45,000. r Thig~fnoney was to be us^ed 
for the preparation of “objective and unbiased”.study materials,Jaml 
to defray expense necessary to contact national organizations, to 
organize discussion groups, and train their" leader^ On April 1, 
the Fund appropriated $45,000, for use in communiylevel education 
;programs’concerned with,relationship of ihdividujdrfreedom and na¬ 
tional security. " 1 * \ v jr / I 

Anna Lord §trauss became, cljairman of try Program which in 
June was named “Freedom Agenda”. |^eljv >(f .c.liainnan of 

the department 6t history at Wayne University, nec-ame its director, 
\ Individuals' were contracted to author the basic pamphlets to be 
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ffe ^°i> , ' t ^ ar Y. ard > oow de^sA^f fras assigned”!*TO^tSmof’Speech 
^jy gg- of politic* scie.J.VS™- 

Activitv 1 ” 1 ^5JUW®P iConstitptioniil ySertj nod Seditious 
DaWnSdh S?£S1 SL&Ex )>rofessq/of LawJfcd Political Science, 
«i«« ,1 t “ ^^^‘•^“fi&igned yrhe fariftitution and Congres¬ 
sional Investigating Committeeg”AA Jnn Westing , teaching Fellow 

and?olaltTp’ Harva . I : d Constitution 

shin «n^ P^r g i ,UnS c- ^ V-ornith,j Maxwell Professor of Oitizen- 
R iJhtal.S n»r P Twas assigned “The Bill of 
T it T,‘ I “ cl T , y[ du « , .J-'berties . Other pamphlets such as 

Agenda piL ^ OUt L, *T ty “ How To <>4«nte a Freedom 

A roject were also commissioned 

w-i h ritr^'ft,^' 6 P ,e P a,ed \ negotiations were resumed 
with the fund foi an additional appropriation. By this time Robert 

M. Hutchins had succeeded Clifford Case as President. The renewed 
discussions were thereafter between Mis. Strauss and Mr. Kelly* rep- 
resenting Freedom Agenda, and Mr. Hoffman and Mr. Hutfchins 
representing the Fund. The additional request of the Fund encom- 

at?5000m) ,<Ife TS ? f . eit . h V ne ^ e J U ’i at . the C ” St of $ 2r>0 > 00<) or 21 years 
!? '??•, Tln , s 1 bud S et provided that Freedom Agenda would be 
responsible for all expenses necessary. Not being acceptable to the 

S'i:?, rtzissssa TO aa 

n..? 11 September 13. 1954, Mrs. Strauss, in submitting the reduced 
budget, commented on this organization objective: 

VVe agree wifli you that the most efficient, means is by work- 
f x ' st, Pg'organizations. However, if this method 
weie to exclude interested persons, if loutsiders were not 
encouraged to come into the planning and the leadership 
training, we fear the result would be to underscore the lines 
of deimimition, already too apparent in many communities' 
borne cooperative groups already exist,! but they are few 1 . 

If people can be encouraged to join together on the basis of 
ideas they hold in common, we believe, they will discover 

•md* View a,e .' 10t as far »P#rt as they think, 

and that their differences will prove refreshing and stimu- 
hiting to them. This was ou^purpose when we'suggested 
setting up new discussion g^ups. * * * ® 

sumntioi’rn w^! , T^ IU a°^^T nieMts ’ makes evident certain as- 
fi!r i ^ S i^ reedon ™£ enda Programs were primarily under 

VoK,, , ; ” nd < 2 > <" c l>'»S'»nis SThf 

tended to ieaffiim the approvals expressed by the people of such 

" ngs as Congressional investigations of Communism, loyalty- 
security programs, removal of Communists from educa ion or of ll 2- 
lation such as the Smith, McCarrAn and Internal Secunl’y Acts 

mmhi U F,m°d f the f"? ro,eV assigned the Carrie Chapman Catt Me- 
Si J the ^ I l ,nd appropriated not $500,000, the larger request, 
o ;$ 8 8, 8 40, the smaller, but $(56,610, which was approjriH by the Fund 
director in November 1954. Additional jwprbririaSVs b!ou5j 
total appropriated up to$166,610. TQw^FreetWU.rendiWFund 

?®Sr$8 000 tp tlX U t r e t S 5 ’ 00 ? tj^ ^tiohal Board of, the 

° f ,he ™’ CA - “" d W.00J. to 

nAtfi 11 i ! n V- 0rt i U ^ side, , i ? h , t ’ we desire teffoint out the threatened 
poHfcal intimidation which has resuMTfrom these 1 R 
^C^^ns, Director of the Council fol^ocial Action of 

ssaLirasa'fe tsssr had - , 
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Fund for.the Republic. A number of representatives of 
these agencies are/prepared to release a joint statement to 
the press and to take vigorous action with their large 
„ constituencies, if necessary. 

While negotiations were going oh between the Fund and the Carrie, 
Chapman'Catt Memorial Fund, the League of Women Votprsware 
making their plans to provide leadership. That the Fund wasi^ually 
financing a project at the League of Women Voters,\yj* , fndieated 
by a memorandum dated June 30, 1054, from Mrs. JoIlu^G. Jyr _ 

League President, to ^Local and State League Presidents^ "|Reliitive 
to a League program on “individual liberty", Mrs. Lee wrote “* * * 
the details which were essential for future Hoard planning jwere de- 

S indent on the materials being prepared by the Carrie Chapman Catt 
emorial Fund, In order to avoid confusion, it is necessary to co¬ 
ordinate League planning with that of tlie Fund which will make a 
major contribution to the total community effort in this field.’* 

In adopting the program, the League had as its end product a 
political action campaign* Mrs. Lee’s memorandum made two obser^ 
vations relating to League action: j 

In adopting the national Program item on the subject of 
individual liberty*, the Convention recognized the importance 
of thorough study of basic subject matter, working with the 
whole community, before the League membership attempted 
to reach agreement on action on current proposals. , 

Mrs. Lee set this forth as a part of point 5 of a planning outline: 

Unit consideration with a view to legislative positions to 
be taken by the League should come after the community job. 

Political activity is one of the functions of the League. However, 
the influencing of legislation is prohibited of the Fund for the Repub¬ 
lic. Likewise, a direct appropriation to the League by the Fund would 
have been prohibited. The appropriation to CCCMF \y»)s made for 
the purpose of permitting the Fund to;engage in activities which 
neither it nor the League could do with tax-exempt money. |Also, the 
true role of the League was to be camouflaged. As Mrs. Lee iwrote: 

From the beginning, the League should be especially care¬ 
ful to work with individuals and groups in the community, 
so that it will not seem to be a League-owned project. Par¬ 
ticular care,must be taken in those communities where'Lea¬ 
gues have had local or state itepas in the field of individual 
liberty, because the Leagu^may already seem committed 
i to a position. It is impjpjflfnt for the League to approach its 
community in the rphrof learner rather than advocate: 

Th Freedom from its inception, was a campaign 

intenMfnP8 ,,, ¥l l ^ l M^jy^^Sfe®of^adv(K;ates. The Committee's first 
realization of this comes from “Commentary”, a publication of the 
American Jewish Committee. In the January 1955 issue, there ap¬ 
peared a story “Libertarian Precepts and Subversive Realities”, by 
Alan F. Westin. The article was based on a paper read j beforeJr 

? ianel in Individual Freedom and National Security at the American 
political S cience Association convention in September 1954. In 
SePPBTfltJEF 1^4^W^trrf^nfs preparing his pamphlet “The Consti¬ 
tution and Loyalty Programs * for the] Freedom Agenda program. 
Being on the inside, he should have been in a position!to knoft 
wherefore lie wrote: ! 

Red issue can no longer send the; electorate into a fright¬ 
ened stampede. At the community level, concern lias spread 
that our civil freedoms may have been manhandled these past 
years; this concern is typified by the League of Women 
Voters' sponsorship of Freedom Agenda * * *. | 

“The Libertarian Precepts and Subversive Realities" is an objective 
appraisal of the civil liberties picture as the “Libertarian" should look 
at it, but does not. 

According to Westin, Libertarians understood what they were op¬ 
posed to—punishment of thoughts rather than deeds, test oaths, inves- 
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tigations of “loyalty,blacklists for “un-American activities, etd, etc* * 
Libertarians were active, too, in defending and advancing these ]>osi- 
tions. West in then went on to point up the three major errors of 
the libertarian concept. ' So important are these to an understanding 
of Freedom Agenda, and the Fund, for the Libertarian they are pro¬ 
duced hereafter. They are prodi^4-^rts^ta^Hwterst.aiul West mV? 
“The Constitution and Loyalty ProgramsL 
West in wrote: 

Despite the apparent soundness of their principles, the luster of their letter¬ 
heads, and the energy of their supijorters, the years since 1!Mo have marked one 
defeat after another for the libertarians in the struggle over internal secunt> 
measures. The first issue, which sharpened between liMo and 1947. had to do 
with the nature of the threat that the Communist party posed to American so¬ 
ciety. Civil liberties theory maintained that domestic Communists belonged to 
the left fringe of American social protest, and to a radical politkal party that. 
though objectionable, was no worse than, if as had as, the Silver SlVirts or/ 
Bumlists. The correct way to deal with Communists, the argument ran. w.isjto 
expose their errors of theory and shade practices, while solid If v mg onr^mwi 
theory and practice of democracy. This argument was washed aw^iy^ni the 
flood of facts that came to light after 19-to, as evidence from the Canadian Kova l 
Conimissiom the FBI, and Congressional com^nittcjes revealed (hr~rvWcnTolr/ 
tff^TJnttro ftttes of a well-organized “conspiratorial center** manipulated fioni 
the Soviet Union and engaged in espionage, the fomenting of political strikes in 
defense plants, ahd the infiltration of sensitive positions in American public and 
private life* ■ | 

Thus the libertarian "side was defeated in its characterization of the American 
Communist party and its effort to define the “political rights’* of Communists in 
keeping with tlpt characterization. ^The second round of the groat debate over 
security opened after 1047. This involved the question of whether Communist/' 
infiltration (^Government was peripheral, or serious and, especially, how exten¬ 
sive it. hodJpeen under the Xtm^fienl With a sigh of relief, harried spokesmen 
for civil rlrcrties turned nwawfrom their qualified defenses of chnuleri^fgurcs 
like Carl Ma^rzani and Handd^ Chrj. t<> close ranks behind AlgejC^Hiss*** - 
aflea t<f eiffed'“government official under New Deal 
liberalism. Here was a man of breeding and character being attacked bv a self- 
confessed spy and former Conunnnlst who spoke from the rostrum of the nation’s 
“Star Chamber.” Certainly if he Hiss case would turn the title, and dectyicy 
be reasserted. But after th# facts ^ of the Harold Warp cell in Washington had 
been bared, after the BeiitUy-Chninhers-Weyl testimony had gone unrefuljed. and 
\after two successive trbih^nnd shaken even Hiss's last supporters, a second line 
of defense was a bandied in stunned disorder I 

Professor OwgibAA^u^Ee^^rovided n third rallying point. Here was a man 
outside governmenifwmceiinder criticism for his “pro-communism” and his 
“influence” over American foreign policy. He was not a member of the Oom- 
* hiunist Party, nor had he passed government secyetx; internal security surely 
did not require the infringement of academic freedom and of the right to express 
f bold opinions, however wrong or right, But the Shearings on the Institute of 
Pacific Relations held by the McCnrrnn Internal Security Subcommittee jslinw ed 
how Communists line! fellow-travellers had sueeeeded to a large exit cat in 
manipulating an organization whose membership Included high government, 
press, and university figures—an organization, moreover, that had exerted a 
powerful Influence nujtmr, Far Eastern policy. 'After these disclosures, the 
slogan of “ordeal by slander” fell on unsympathetic ears in the nation. I 

Writing,of the libertarian theory and its relation to loyalty-security, 
Westin wrote: , j 

Classic libertarian theory war invoked to oppose the creation of a Federal 
loyalty program in 1947, nndvto criticize its continuation since that time Con¬ 
vinced that the threat, of disloyalty was overstated ami part of a “‘drive for 
conformity” by the Dles-Rankin forces, many libertarians argued that govern¬ 
ment investigation was justified only in regard To unlawful conduct, not in regard 
to the “political and social beliefs” h,eld by millions of Government employees 
The danger of espionage,/these.libertarians stated, could he met by counter¬ 
-espionage; FBI surveillance under existing Inws.br execntivtW&rders (isueh as 
those against treason, the disclosure of Government secrep. etc., etjev) was 
declared to be adequate protection for the Government, Tlrft this would entail 
risks, the libertarian freely admitted, but he feltj that Sj$h risks were o f the 
kind that a-free society would be willing to run in ordjp to avoid the excesses 
of a James I or the diabolism ofviejlr. Goebbels.^Jvith varying dApfees of 
emphasis, this liue^of argument was advanced by Alam Barth, the Public-Affairs 
Round Table onLoyaJty, Car ev < McwUllams»,and l otffersT '' ^ ” , 

It smiis toTnoTha? this'^ggffiwF^ft^epped the really difficult question: 
is a loyalty program, despke its risks, necessary in the fJrnt place to protect our 
governmenjail process fro# Communist infiltratWh? The libertarian found it 
easy to pdrndy the speeAes of a John RnnkinJor :to quotjfihe “I hold in my 
hand . .Jr proclainaUoip of a McCarthy, butimly by averring serious attention 
Afrom facts ns tiJydelivery of governh^m secrets m Soviet agents by the 
*. Harry Gold s, Judith Copious, and Elizabeth Thmtlgxs ;yhe organized infiltration 
hf gover run e n t w y units like^T^aroIcf Wiyfe group ; and the] general 

pattern of Communist-sympathizer nctivT!?PTO^fF^civn services of Canada, 
tlie United States, Great Britain, and other countries. While some of the items 
In this pattern are’open to disagreement, one does pot really “dispose I of It by \ 
citing the charges made by businessmen in 1806 against the loyalty of the 

, ’ . —c , * r ! * I I 
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Populists, or by urging that we redouble our efforts to eliminate Negro 
segregation. 1 


A footnote to Westin’s article invites the reader’s attention to “The 
Constitution and Loyalty Programs”, which it describes as aj “discus¬ 
sion of the failings of the loyalty program and needed reforms.” * 
Westin’s pamphlet prepared for the information of Freedom] Agenda 
discussion groups, is exactly that, a discussion of the failings.] It was 
obviously prepared on to present this position. It was intended" not 
as an objective presentation of the needs of the loyalty security pro¬ 
gram and its resultant accomplishments and failures, but merely its 
failures. ( | 

Westin, in fulfilling his assignment, engaged in the very approaches^ 
which he condemned the Libertarian for using in his article in “CprfT 
men t ary.” In dealing with the Bailey v; Richardson, in whj^i the 
Supreme Court affirmed a lower court decision by a four, tc^our vote 
without a written opinion, he quoted minority opirwion^nj another 
Supreme Court decision to condemn the Bailey convrotfon. (Dealing 
with the Attorney General’s list and its test .in Joi rTt^A nti-Fascist 
Refugee Committee y. McGrath, he pointed out that tnepbpiniorf 
avoided anytHff^usston of the constitutional question. Then he pointed 
up the fact, that four of the justices, a minority of the court, attack 
the Attorney General’s list as unconstitutional. I 

Loyalty programs become “Fidelity” programs in Westin’s pam : 
phlet. He asked if the programs are constitutional because under the 
^First Amendment to, our Constitution “can the federal government 
discharge employees not. for criminal acts or faithless conduct] in office, 
but merely because of their political affiliations and beliefs?? 63 Not 


63 The Coiintltution and Loyal tv Programs, p. 20. J 

Communist activity but political affiliation is thereafter the standard 
used to present these positions. Westin! now apologized for many 
who did not perceive communism as a threat until almost the Korean 
conflict. Completely overlooking'the Hitler-Stalin pact, the Duclose 
letter of 1045, to use only a few incidents, he writes:—“Thus the view 
of Communist innocence continued as a sizable opinion until the con¬ 
viction of Alger Hiss in 1949”. 04 Unless Westin is offering excuses for 


B * The Constitution nml Loyalty Proprnms, p. P,2. 1 

those who jointed the Communist movement prior to 1040, he cannot 
charge that, a sizable American opinion supported a view of Commu¬ 
nist innocence at any time, even the years of depression. Let's again 
look at what he wrote in his “Commentary” article &bout the American 
opinion, not in 1040 but in 1047 when the first loyalty-security pro¬ 
gram bvPresident Truman was instituted.' | 

It is to be doubted whether any government in a society 
based upon majority rule, and faced with, the task of uniting 
its people against external danger, could have ignored the 
country wide.concern over Communists in government— a con¬ 
cern known by the administration to be justified by actual 
cases. The concept of security, after jail, has two aspects: it 
covers both the fact of danger and the public’s apprehension 
of danger. This is not to suggest for a moment that inno- ( 
cent persons should be branded disloyal to soothe public 
opinion; 65 but that in coping with'real Communists and a 

* ^ i 

^'In tin* Fund pamphlet this sentonoe la rephrased to rend “to soothe a misled public.’* 

real loyalty problem, the^ public mood is not irrelevant to 
security analysis, and cannot be waved away with a refer¬ 
ence to the mood at Salem. * * * i - , 

The above quote was used to point up a conflict of facts as expressed 
by Westin in two articles. It can be further used to show how Westin 
modifies his expression to change his position. Westin, in his Fund 
pamphlet, used the above paragraph in relationship to thej creation 
of the loyalty-security program. A comparison of the two para¬ 
graphs is evidence of the fact that the Freedom Agenda program was 
not intended to be an objective presentation of the facts which sur¬ 
round the fields discussed under the program. | _ 
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That bins mil fled the pen of certain Freedom Agenda authors has 
been dealt with in the past. The motivation is contained in the| files 
of the Committee. A great deal of material;relating to a bias must 
be contained in the files of the FBI. Much of the bias is documented 
•by the actions and advocations of the authors of the subjects| dis¬ 
cussed as a part of the Freedom Agenda program. These include 
opposition to legislative investigations of communism, opposition to 
the removal of Communists from positions in governm^rtr or in,de¬ 
fense facilities or colleges, and opposition to legislation sucb^isThe 
Smith and Internal Security Acts. It also includpK the torfortions 
of the Committee on Tin-American Activities InyKobert W. Caijr. as 
set forth in his book “The House‘Committee oAJPTn-American Activi¬ 
ties.” Former Committee Chairman John; o . Wood (Democrat, 
Georgia) gave Professor Carr full accessTPfTff^cRm 1 Sft111f^'s files. He 
•spent weeks examining both public and executive documentsj and 
hearings. His fraudulent misrenrese^tations were inexcusable, [even 
though the committee has ignorecL^h^m. 

That Professor Alfr ed,IT. j^jfly, Freedom Agenda's director.; was 
.opnosed to legi si afi ve^ n vesti gat ion was unknown until he testified 
before a committee of the Senate on August 20, 1055. During the 
course of his testimony, Senator Carlson read into the record an 
from the Detroit Free Press of April 13, 1047. The article wjjdch 
tended to dispute Dr. Kelly’s testimony, read as follows: w 

The discussion of academic freedom before a meeting of tlie T.awvers Ouild 


turned into a series of attacks on the legislature for its investigation of American 
Youth for Democracy activities in Michigan colleges 
p About 1.10 lawyers from 4 cities heard the discussion at the regional confer- 
^ enee of midwestern chapters of the guild The conference will continue Sundav 
at the Hotel Statler. Dr. Alfred Kelly, of the Wayne Pniversity history depart¬ 
ment, said : 

“There is no reason why the State should be concerned with what they '(stu¬ 
dents) have to say ” , 1 

lie charged the legislative committee, headed bv State Senator Mathew Cj!nIta¬ 
lian, with unwarranted interference with academic freedom. “The Present R(‘<1 
scare has an artificial air.” he said. “A professional ^political air” “It is being 
used as a means to win public office ” 

He characterized the AYD as an evidence of the age-old revolt of the younger 
generation and said, “Senator Callahan lacks historical perspective or he would 
realize this.” . . “ a \ 


M I'Vderal EniployooH Security Piogrnni. 470. , 

In response to a question by Sjsoibout “instances W|bere 
you have attacked congressional Ty appointed! committees . . Dr. 
Kelly res|)onded, “Sir, I have thought that on occasion the House of 
Representatives Un-American Activities Committee conducted itself 
improperly with respect to the Bill of Rights, that is correct. I am 
m writing on this point.” 07 


07 Peilera 1 Employees Security Prngrnm. testimony p. 481. 1 

The writings located by the Committee are “The American Consti¬ 
tution, Its Origins and Development”, copyright 1048, and the revised 
edition copyright 1055. From two short paragraphs in the 1048[ver¬ 
sion, the Committee treatment became a chapter in the revision. The 
/ revision which quotes only the expressions in opposition to the Com¬ 

mittee, commences “The Red-lninting activities of congressional com¬ 
mittees were a particularly controversial aspect of the postwar I pre¬ 
occupation with the problem of communism.” 

Dr. Kelly, in addition to being the program director, was the author 
of the pamphlet “Where Constitutional Liberty Came From.” It is a 
factual and concise recitation of the origin of our Constitution! and 
Bill of Rights. However, it is like other booklets used in connection 
with “Freedom Agenda”, a historical recitation intended to introduce 
a political position of the author. 

The historical portion of the booklet is the introduction to the last 
four and one-half pages which argues that the “loyalty programs, 
security clearance, prosecutions under the Smith Act, political rights 
of Communists, and the like” threaten the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights. The author, acknowledging that there does exist conflicts 
between bis views and the views of others, writes: j 

This conflict cannot be resolved here; but it is necessary toi 
remember that freedom is intrinsically so precious that it is\ 


i 
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worth exposing the society to some degree of risk in order to 
maintain it. Security is a genuine problem, but an America 
which sacrificed constitutional liberty to security would be 
an America in which something of the inner meaning of 
American life had been destroyed. A* society without; se¬ 
curity could hardly survive in the twentieth century, but a 
society with security and without liberty would not be worthy 
of survival.' 18 ! 


Where Constitutional Library Came From. p. 43. 

Dr. Kelly argues that the threat to the liberties of communism, 
which he tries to protect under an absolute individual liberty theory, 
is being threatened by his finding that “millions of people no longer 
believe in a system of natural law and absolute natural right. Indi¬ 
vidual liberty, therefore, lacks any real moral force for themj;". The 
author ignores that it was the defeat of these moral forces by atheistic 
communism which resulted in the enslavement of the peoples !of Hun¬ 
gary. It was this same moral force which led the October 1 Oof; revolu¬ 
tion which the aethestic forces of Russia attacked with guns and tanks. 

Dr. Kelly dwells with the open society which our forefathers de¬ 
scribed as the market place of ideas where truth would expose the false¬ 
hoods of tyranny. He conceals the fact that communism and the Com¬ 
munist Party cannot survive in such a market place, and that this fact 
is the reason for the conspiratorial nature of communism. If Dr. Kelly 
knows this latter fact, he then knows that the Communist teacjher con¬ 
ceals his Communist Party membership to sell the Communist pro¬ 
gram in the name of liberalism. For the same reason, he knows that 
the Communist trade union leader conceals his Communist member¬ 
ship to sell the Communist program in the name of Tucftleunionism. 
He also must know that these are the reasons behind tffe Communist 
formation of its front organizations or its infiltration and eventual 
control of existing organizations. Was the Commugist International’s 
United Front program of the 1930 s, or is ^lk^Ovlmishcliev's pro¬ 
gram of today a policy in support of the open hiarl^eF])la<*e of ideas? 

Dr. Kelly does not in this booklet comment upon congressional com¬ 
mittees investigating fascism or communism. However, as a Director 
of the Freedom Agenda program, he has played a role in the attack 
on congressional committees which is represented in the other booklets 
of the program and its suggested readings. > 

What h as been the accomplishments of this program, financed by 
$44,305 appropriated by the Fund for tl ie Republic? The League of 
Women Voters had this to say of it at their 1950 convention : ! 

Now is the time for American citizens to get an objective 
view of the entire problem. The League, with its two year 
background of re-examination of our constitutional heritage, 
is well qualified to undertake such an objective consideration 
of the federal loyalty-security programs— to evaluate it s find¬ 
ing* arul to act upon tho.se finding* to influence public opinion 
when the occasion arises , through legislation . Theta is no 
better tray for the- Teague of Women Voters of the U. ,v. to 
demonstrate political responsibility than to take up this chal¬ 
lenge now'* 


ia57 l>n sentlltl ° n Council of tlie League of Women Votei** of the United States, April 

. Not only lias the Fund attempted to propagandize the people in the 
acceptance of Communists, but they have awarded individuals and 
organizations that have accepted them. i 

^ 1 ' I'*’ 

\ 4 > MARY KNOWLES AWARD -• ' / ' 

> ' _ _ 1 1* ^ J 

The Fund for the Republic issued a press release to the a. ml. papers 
for Thursday, June 23, 1955. This release read : "A Quaker meeting 
in Plymouth Meeting, Pa., was today awarded $5,000 by the Fund for 
the Republic, Inc., for ‘courageous and effective defense of democratic 
principles' in refusing to dismiss a librarian who would not take the 
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. n ^? at Plymouth Monthly Meeting's example will be 
lol lowed elsewhere m America, particularly wheb our ]i- 
braries which seem to be a special target of self-appointed 
censors and amateur loyalty experts-—are involved* . • ' 

fjy?!-* 1 " 8 ‘mnouncement the Fundfor the Republic, an educational 
f tl0 IV n » de ?V- awarf * °f deceit which exemplifies many of the 
^ 1C a 'yards and actions. The dedication which-the 
oftcers of the b und for the Republic work toward assisting individuj 
;, ^iw !i > to bet . rf >y tbe Communist Party and the destruction of 

« i d K a S W ^°’ Seek ".^ to ex P° se the Communist,. Party, cannot be 
exceed by the Communist Thirty itself*. , ^ I 

The first and most minor of'the Fund’s deceits!in connection with 
this award is contained in the press release. While announcing that 
today, June 23, the. Fund for the Republic approved its award, it 
concealed the fact that the award was approve^ on May 10 and that; 
the ensuing period had been used by the offics^Tofithe Fund to.set its, 
strategy on a propaganda campaign. A jjfopaigh which is dictated 
on a <P e » c,lle a uoteapp^iringon a memo^ndum of the Fund of June 
of’everythhig' ,ng: Hoflman wa J}J0™ see thisj-on the front page 

On July 6 1955, Mrs. Eleahoi^^^tevenspn v of the Fund presented! 
a check in the amount ^f^MOrto i 'tR^^Pfyrrio„th| Monthly 1 Meeting.! 
The press, releases of Mrs. Stevenson’s speech s^r&dthat the award 
was tor effective defense of democratic; priiuiiffles ' v Mrs. Stevenson,l 
]n her speech, also stated that the :nvard - ^Sis made because an unfair, 
attack had been made on Mrs. Mar^Knowles. She claimed that the 
1 I y month meeting knew that, the attack was upfaif because the Jeunes 
Memorial Library Committee had made “an honest and painstaking 
investigation prior to hiring,Mary Knowles. This investigation,! 
according to Mrs. Stevenson, liald found that Mrs. Knowles was a loyal 
American. As a matter of fact,' the Fund in attesting to the thorough- 
ness of the Jeunes Memorial Library Committee ^investigation was 
returning the compliment which the Fluid itself had received from the 
library committee on June 23 the date the approval of the award was 


I announced 
release: 


a i • \ uie Y are < lie* approval of the award was 

At that time, the Library Committee said in 'a press 

i \ * 


We are, of course, immensely grateful for this recognition. 
One of the things we have found most gratifying about this 
award is the thoroughness of the study made by the Fund for 
the Republic. The Fund examined the library committee’s 
complete file, including all letters of support or condemnation, 
all press releases and printed matter, petitions- and minutes, 
together with such inte^iews as they felt necessary to their 
decision. * * * 70 Jr . ' r . 


70 °I -1 1 .!: j? C o m m 111 p c press release, June 23, 1955, 

\ ’‘^Hch interviews iis they felt necessary” is the key of interest. The 
officers of the Fund had approved the $5,000 award Ion April 20, 1955, 
at least 2 weeks before its investigator made the thorough study 
for which they were commended by the Library committee. The Un- 
American Activities Committee has a document in its possession, to . 
prove this statement. The investigator’s report is of considerable 
interest in that it shows that the investigator discussed the award 
directors of the Fund were not even advised of thisjaward until May 
10, 1055. Under a heading “An Award From the Fund,” the investi¬ 
gator’s report reads: 


The members of the library committee would be more than' ' j 
grateful if the meeting received an award from the Fund for 
its defense of civil liberties. * * * An award of $5,000 would 
be a great boon for the Library. s’' 

/ j 

Why did the library committee desire this award and the Fund 
desire to grant it? In order to, first, bring outside pressure to the ' 
assistance of the library committee and, second, to; strengthen their 
position within the religious body, the Plymouth Monthly Meeting. | 
For the proof, let’s again turn to the investigatOT^T^porff^^'^-^-"*^ 





* 
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They [library committee] are not seeking publicity, but 
^ such an award would symbolize outside public opinion sup¬ 
porting the decision of the meeting [Plymouth monthly]. 

* * * It is, of course, possible that the | pressure from 
within the Meeting might one day force them to change their 
decision. However, the [library] committee members be¬ 
lieve that an award from the Fund would, considerably 
strengthen their stand. It would also eliminate the possi¬ 
bility of the library committee’s capitulation;if lack of funds 
forced the closing of the library.^ No one believes that an 
award would make the controversy mom bitter or act as a 
greater divisive influence, within the ^mnniunity. The 
members of the library committee ar^not looking for a 
“pat on the back.” But John^^nibald, clerk of the 
. meeting, said that it wouidM^f^ told 

them: “Here’s a chair.! Sit down for a few rrnptites.’’ , , 

The Fund for the Republic assigned MaureemBl^^-Ogden, a mem¬ 
ber of its staff, to make a “impartial”!^ Be¬ 

fore we "examine further the campaign of deceitj which was engaged 
in by the Fund for the Republic, let us exjuhine the facts. 

Mary Knowles was bom Mary Gardner^iOIassachusettS. She was 
educated in the Watertown public schools and completed her formal 
education after her junior year at Brftes College in 1933. While at , 
Bates, she met and married'Clivy^nowles, ;? from whom she is now" 
divorced. Clive and Mar^Kf^^lis-^pre^actiye in behalf of Jj\e 
Communist Party in New York and Massachusetts prior to\l$44,, 
when the Communist Party formed in Boston, (Mass., a “ Workers’ 
Schoo l.” After the Workers’ School had held j only three orTmF 
nSS^g^it was exposed in the Boston press as a t school of tl 
munist Party v Thereafter, it lost the facilities in which ij^Unducteii 
its classes and was forced to close. ^ J 

Almost immediately thereafter, the Communist EpfEy was instru¬ 
mental in having organized the Samuel Adams school for Social 
Studies. The Communist Party 

Ii~TEirley to serve as doctor of the new school; They ? $ | 

'sucefes^rin getting him prior thereto and for many years thereafter 
to support many of their Communist undertakings. Harley was 
a card-carrying member of the Communist Party and becaus^he 
was not, he was only the figurehead director. The school waj^under 
the complete control of the executive secretary; A^^tete ^ ilbei: 
She % as a top functionary of the Communist Party^fiaa^ers 
very influential within the professional section. * Margaret Gilbert, 
who was subsequently indicted under a Massachusetts syMj^alism 
statute, which indictment was dropped ag^a result; of the Steye^felson 
decision by the Supreme Court, admhffed to the 1 Committ^BfHffn- 
American Activities that she was a tffember of the Communist Party 
during the period she was execls^ve secretary of the school. The 
treasurer of the school was^Harry^^Winner, a relative of Mary 
Knowles and an individual indictea along Witli Margaret Gilbert 
under the Massachusetts syndicalism statute. Mary Knowles re¬ 
sided at the Harry Wipner residence. \ 

The Samuel Adams School differed from the Workers’ School in 
that its curriculum included courses of studies which would bring 
under the influence of the Communist Party children as young as 
age six. It was to these children that Mar}' Knowles applied small 
doses of communism. The Samuel Adams School enrollment wap 
not restricted to only members of the Communist Party, but was 
a school designed to bring non-Communists under Communist Party 
influence, if not direct membership. History will show how many 
youths instructed by Mary Knowles at the Samuel Adams School 
were started on tlie road to eventual Communist! Party membership 
and possible treason against the United States. 1 
Mary Knowles’ position within the Communist Party w ? as of such 
stature that she succeeded Margaret Gilbert as tlie school’s executive 
secretary and in this position took over the direction of the schooL 
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Mary Knowles, according to the winter term 1948 catalog of tjhe 
school, held the position at the time the school was cited as a Com¬ 
munist school by the Attorney General of . the United States and 
held it at the time the school lost its Federal tax exemptions which 
resulted in its closing. £ 1 j 

Mary Knowles needed emplow^nt after the school was closed and 
the Communist Party, ^lroughjrits connection with the Communist-, 
dominated Tinited_E lecti\cal,ffiadio and Machin e W hrkere of Amer- 
r ictKa^ haf^hWC 1 ItT' 1 O ici i V/ a r r a n ged for 1 i e r e n if>Toyin ehfT~ ^ 

^*T)hHne staff of UE. While a good Communist,-Mary Knowles was a 
poor union organizer and she held this employment for only a few 
months. Thereafter, Mary KnowJes applied for the position of I a 
librarian with the Mo rrij ^Memorial L jffi arv. Norwood, Mass. In Iyer ' 
application for employment, sheTowSffISflier employment with the 
Samuel Adams School and her membership in the Communist Party. 

By this time, the first indictments of Communist Party leaders 
under the Smith Act had been made public and the Communist Parity 
had been reorganized to the point where it no longer issued Com¬ 
munist Party cards. People of professional standing or those affili¬ 
ated with professional sections of the Communist Party were placed 
in positions where they could forever thereafter deny membership 
on the'basis of their not holding Communist Party cards. | 

Mary Knowles continued an association with, those she knew and 
met as members of the Communist Party until she learned that mem¬ 
bers of the library committee and town officials of Norwood, Mass., 
had learned oKhei^Communist Party membership. She thereafter 
almost com pletVlv/di scon tinned any such association. On May -9, 

19^8, IIerb^t^2*lbnck, who had joined the Communist Party at 
the Bur eau of Investigation, testified before 

the Senate Subcommittee on Internal Security J During the course 
of his testimony, Philbrick identified Mary Knowles as a member S 1 
of the professional section of the Communist Party in Boston, with 
whom he met as a member of the professional!section. What w£rf*^ 
Mary Knowles' reaction to the testimony of Philbrick? The Boston 
Evening American, on page 5 of its.issue of May 9, 195:5, headlined 
a story “Philbrick Red Charge ‘Shock' to Librarian*’. The story 
starts out: ' 1 ‘ 

Mrs. Mary Knowles of Cottage St., Norwood, named as a I 
Communist by former FBI counterspy Herbert Philbrick, de¬ 
clared today she didn't even know the man 1 who made the 
accusations at a hearing before the Senate Internal Security I 
Subcommittee at the Federal Building. 

The trustees of the Morrill Memorial Library called a special meet¬ 
ing on Saturday, May 9, to consider action in regard to Mrs. Mary 
Knowles’ offer to resign. The minutes of this special meeting re¬ 
flect that Mi's. Knowles, who was present at the meeting, was “unwill¬ 
ing to confirm or deny that she is a Communist.*’ The trustees voted 
to suspend Mi’s. Knowles without pay until additional information 
relative to public statements made 1 about, her was received. That } 

the trustees of the Library were in sympathy with Mrs. Knowles is 
substantiated by the. fact % that she was only suspended even though 
the minutes read: “Every member of the board aiul the librarian ex- 
pressed regret that Mrs. Knowles was unwilling to state whether she 
is or is not a Communist.” ! 

On May 20, in response to a subpena, Mrs. Knowles appeared be¬ 
fore the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee ifor the purpose of 
giving sworn testimony. During her appearance, she invoked the * 
fifth amendment with respect to her membership in the Commu¬ 
nist Pafty at any time, either in 1948 when Herbert Philbrick knew 
her as a Communist or as of May 20, 1953-, when she was appearing 
before the committee. As a matter of fact, she invoked the fifth 
amendment as to whether she knew Herbert Philbrick. Yet she 
denied in the public press that she even knew him. Following her 
public appearance, she issued a press release which, among otlieif 
things, indicated that she was innocent but was being persecuted 
through the statements of a paid informer. 

The trustees of the Morrill Memorial Library at a regular meeting) 
pn June 1, 1953, again considered the employment of Mary Knowles: 
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The minutes of this meeting set forth the following: ; 

The librarian was instructed to telephone Mrs. Knowlosj, 
to give her one more chance to dear herself ot the charge ot 
being a Communist; if that was not accepted, to say the 
Hoard had decided to accept her offer to resign and won d 
send a messenger to get her resignation in writing. In lepl}; 
to this message, Mrs: Knowles again declined to change the 
previous refusal to state whether she is or is not a Com¬ 
munist and agreed to write a resignation. i 

'When her letter came it stated the previous verbal otter 
toresign had been prompted by her regard for Miss 1 lumps, 
and a desire to spare her trouble; that the situation had ex¬ 
panded since that time and she found she did not wish to 
resign, * I 

Now Mrs. Knowles had offered to resign in the statement, to the 
press of May 9, 1953. She is quoted in the press at that time as 
saying: 

It seems the natural thing to do, I wanted to spare the- 
trustees and the Library any embarrassment or publicity 
which resulted from Mr.* Philbrick's naming me.' 1 


n Boston Evening American, May 0.19&1. P. 5- 1 

It seems doubtful that Mrs. Knowles w.as considering the trustees 
of the Library but, rather, was considering only herself- who , it she 
resigned, would be forgotten as someone identified by 1 hilhrick. in 
June when the trustees were willing to accept Mrs. Knowles resigim- 
tion and save her from the embarrassment oi having to- advise si >- 
sequent employers that, she had been tired from the Morrill Mcm^m 
Library, she withdrew her resignation ll.is defiance on the ,wit 
of Mrs. Knowles forced the trustees of the Morrill Memorial Libi.uj 
to adopt the only course of action available to them, an act ion w uc i, 
according to minutes, is described : “Dismissal then seenmd tl.e|onl% 
course open to the Hoard" Mrs. Knowles was thereattei mhistd 

“tKjgEffta M Mr, Kno.1* rec/rl colder.- 

tion following her termination with the Morrill\lnbrary on June 1, 

1953, was with the Library at the ‘ 

applied for this employment on October 8, 1953. On the same date, 
the University of Pennsylvania wrote to the Morrill Mem on a 1 > 

brary for a recommendation. Miss Edna ^lnUips, librarian, on i 
Memorial Library, responded to thislette|o^(1cfober 13, IM. I■" 
her letter, Miss Phillips, while recommending her for the position, 
advised the library at the University of Pennsylvania that^ Mis. 
Knowles was asked to leave because she was unwilling to contain o 
deny to the Morrill Library Hoard of Trustees her membership m 
the ^Communist Party. On October 28, 1953, the assistant lbi anan 
at the University of Pennsylvania Library, wrote Miss 1 lumps n 
part: | 

We all enjoyed meeting her and regretted that the samel 
circumstances which surrounded her association with you 
prevented our selecting her for the position m question. i 

On October 15, 7 days after she waa/denied employment by the 
University .of Pennsylvania LibraryXlary Knowles met wdli tlm 
trustees of the William Jeanes Mqmdrial Library at Plymouth Meet¬ 
ing, Pa., wlio were'in’search of a tf&poraryor indefinite replacement 
for their librarian who was incapacitated with a broken hip. , 
the interview, Mary Knowles advised them that she had been a 
secretary at the Samuel Adams School, which had been cited by the 
Attorney General and that she had appeared before the Senate Com¬ 
mittee and invoked the fifth amendment with respect to this position. 
The trustees did not know that she bad been a member ot the (. om 
munist Party because she did not advise them; Ibis is substantiated 
by Mrs. Knowles in her testimony before the Senate on Septembei 
15,1955: 

Mr. Souii wink. Did they know that you had been a member of the Communist 
^Mrs. Knowles. They did not ask me and I did not tell them. 
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W ithout e\en inquiring as to whether or not Mary Knowle^mad 
- ever been a member of the Communist Party land withbut jmy in¬ 
vestigation, Mary Knowles 'was hired by the trustees of the^Wiilialm 
4 Jeanes Memorial Library. , After slier was hired, AlicelST Ambler J 
secretary of the Jennies Library, wrote Miss , 

Knowles, formerly on your staff, has been suggested as a person who 
could help us in this emergency. Last evening slie met with our board 
and apparently told us her story vei;y frankly. Tn spite of the story, 
ne were so well* impressed with her and because of our great need, 
we engaged her on a very temporary basis. ' 

On October 19, 1953, Miss Edna JPlrillips wrote Miss Alice If; * 
Ambler as follows: , ^ * , j v - 

Miss Alice H. Ambler. , , ^ 1 1 # i / 

Pitt month Meeting, Pai ! . i * M 

u Amhi.er: As you mention Mrs Knowles* [having* tol<l your Board 

of Trustees her story very frankly. 1 assume you know our Board of Trustees 
p . r<> ,,sk lier to J leave here because: Following the testimony 

^Herbert Philbriek, the Tenner Committee summoned j her. , She" invoked tlie 
fifth amemlment in refusing to answer their questions. [ She was unwilling to 
confirm or deny to our Board of Trustees her membership in the Communist 
Parly. , ! , ( 

Mrs, Knowles position was based on her belief that the first amendment to 
our Constitution protects a citizen from having her convictions probed. I 

During nearly r> years prior to,this episode Mrs. Knowles’ reuord with us was 
excellent. (I heard of her through the Massachusetts Division of Library 
Extension, and had high commendation of her from her former chief, the librarian 
of the Watertown, Mass., public library.) s ' I 

While T do not share her position in regard to not answering our board’s 
questions about her status with the Communist Party,| I have found her. in 
her life and work with us, very intelligent, well-read"’ capable, and unusually 
considerate of others—both our readers and her fellow staff members. She is 
gifted in her woik with young people and has a tine sense of humor. I 

Aside from the episode I have described. I can heartily recoinmemljier for the 1 
position you mention. I . } 

Sincerely yours, 1 . ' J 

Librarian. 

Early in 1954, the regular librarian of the Jeanes T^ roiry returned 
to employment and Mary Knowles was released^ ^mei'eafter, Mary 
Knowles sought employment: with the M^QmlVrThnii-y-of Radnor 
Wayne, Pa., and at tlie ^r^reibiwnVreeXilirary, Moores-"* 
towttpNew Jei-sey. While the reasonsWrehmPkbolwtfwfiy the Radnor 
lownsh 11 > Library did not hire Mary Knowles, it is known that 
the Moorestown Library did not hire her because she refused to advise 
them with respect to her connections with the Communist Party, By 
September 1, the trustees of the Jeanes Library had forced their per¬ 
manent librarian to resign and had rehired ‘Mary Knowles, whom ^ 
thev had still not asked whether she was a member of the Communist^^ 
Party. 1 Jr 

Prior to Mary Knowles’ reemployment, her past record be<^fn© 
known*to residents outlie community of Plymouth Meeting, Pa. yvfter 
her permanent enjoyment, protest was raised by members dtf ^com¬ 
munity. This^Totest was continuing when-Mrs. ClmrlesnJhapple 
sought assist^fee from individuals who h a (indirect connection with the 
bund from^fhe Republic. This assistance came [through Harry E, 
attorney in Philadelphiaf who write a 
• Myniourn Meeting controversy, ■wlihjin memo was submitted to the 
P iiml for the Republic by Jolin lARoche, a professor in tlie political’ 
science department of TIaverford Oonefje. On the basis of this memo-| 
random, the Fund for the Republic officers approved an award of| * 
$5,000. After the investigation by Maureen Black Ogden of the Fund' 
staff, a special committee of the trustees of the Fund approved the 
award. The October 19, 1953, letter from Miss Edna Phillips was 
certainly a part of the file of the Jeanes Memorial Library, to which 
Miss Black, in her report to the Fund .for the Republic, acknowledged 
that she had complete access. The Fund for the Republic, in appiov-j 
m r fl,e a"'ard, knew from thisJetter that Mary Knowles had been dis- 
missed by the Morr i 11 .Memorial Library because of her unwilliujiiiessi 
on June 1, 1953, to coufirm or deny to the board of trustees of tlie Mor- 
i'ill Memorial Library her membersliip in the Communist. Patty. With 
t he.se facts, each of which is documented by records 1 in the possession of i 
the committee, can one but wonder whether or not! the Fund for the 
Republic by this award, described by it as being fdr “courageous and 
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effective defense of democratic principles," be a friend or foe of the 
international Communist conspiracy. i . • j 

The Committee on Un-American Activities held hearings on the 
award to the Jeanes Memorial Library on July 18, 195ft. Iii orderjto 
obtain the facts, the committee, after having been refused the right|to 
review the files, issued a subpena foi* the documents contained in the 
. files of the Jeanes Memorial Library. The Committee was attacked for 
issuing such a subpena by Harry E. Sprogell, attorney for the chair¬ 
man of the Jeanes Memorial Library. Committee,, on the ground that 
these records were a part of the Religious Society of Friends and pro¬ 
tected from subpena by their religious nature. It is now clear, from 
the documents, in the Committee’s possession, that to have produced 
such files would have produced further evidence of deceit on the part 
of the. Jeanes Memorial Library toward the Plymouth Monthly Meet¬ 
ing members and flagrant misstatements of fact as contained in both 
the Sprogell memorandum and the report of the Library Committee 
to the Plymouth Monthly Meeting dated October 1954. Also sub- 
p'enaed at the hearings was Maureen Black Ogden, the staff member of 
the Fund for the Republic who conducted the investigation. She was 
subpenaed to produce records of the Fund for the Republic relating 
to their award to the Plymouth Alonthly Meeting. This subpena was 
also issued after n request for voluntary production of the documents 
was denied by the Fund for The Republic. These documents shall be 
discussed because Jliey can document, the propaganda activities eii- - 
gaged in by the Fund for the Republic, in addition to*documenting 
the Fund’s contempt for all groups whose actions jdo not conform with 
those of the Fund. . : 

If the Committee had been .given access to the files of the Jeanes 
Memorial Library, they could have documented the facts prior to the 
hearing held on July 18. The Committee could have shown then, as it 
shows now from the facts set forth earlier in tips report, that when 
Harry E. Sprogell related in his memorandum that the t ruStees of the ‘ 
Morrill Library in Massachusetts asked the .Tenner Committee to call 
Mary Knowles before it, to clear her name, these were not the facts; 
that equally false was the claim of the Sprogell memo'that. Mary 
Knowles had declined a loyalty oath which was required of her by 
Massachusetts law. The file would also have disclosed that Mary 
Knowles had refused to state-to prospective employers whether she 
was affiliated with the Communist Party then or at any time rather 
than, as set forth in the Sprogell memo, that she had been unable to 
obtain employment because she bad disclosed these facts frankly to all 
prospective employers. Mary Knowles’ own testimony before the 
Senate committee disputes the Sprogell memorandum claim that slie 
had disclosed the facts of her. Communist background. The file would 
have made a travesty of/ie truth to the Sprogell claim that the Meet¬ 
ing had conducted a careful investigation into her conduct since 1947. 
As a matter of fact^/p to and including July 18, 195ft, the Jeanes 
Memorial Library Committee had conducted no investigation into 
Mary Knowles’ background. Other discrepancies as contained in the 
Sprogell memoraiWTum can be seen from a comparison of the complete 
Sprogell memorapidum as reproduced in the printed report of the 
committee's heafings of July 18, 195ft. with facts as set forth above. 

chairman of the Library Committee of the 
Willi™ Jeanes Memorial Library, Plymouth Meeting, Pa., was also 
subpenned and did appear before the Committee on July 18, 195ft. 
She was accompanied by her counsel, Harry E., Sprogell, the author 
of the Sprogell memorandum from, which this report lias quoted above. 
Mrs. hip ley commenced her testimony by seeking and'obtaining perj- 
mission to introduce into the record a statement with certain enclosures. 
As it is the enclosures to the statement which ;ire iii most conflict with . 
the facts, it is the enclosures that will be dealt with here primarily. It 
is desirable to point out, however, that Mrs. Tapleyi testified under oath 
before the committee: “We asked her if she was a Communist and she 
said no, she definitely was not.” Yet Mary Knowles, in testifying^ 
before the Senate, testified: “They did not ask me and I did not ten 
them.” Either the statement of Mrs. Tapley or tluit of Mrs. Knowles 
is an untruth. The truth lies with them. Certainly the coiftiift of 
truth does not exemplify the, “Christian beliefs of the Relhdofl^Soi 
-ciety of Friends.” which Mrs. Tapley established! as hernfleofcom 8 * 
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Hearing in niincl the facts,as,set forth above, all of which can Jk. 
documented by evidence in tiles of the committee, let. us consider the 
report, of the Library Committee made to the Plymouth Monl lily 
Meeting and dated October 1054. The report ifirst deals with Mary 
Knowles’ professional qualifications. The exaggerations of Mary 
Knowles’ employment at tlie Watertown, Mass., library are not imp<u - 
taut enough to discuss, but the sentence relating to her employment 
with the Samuel Adams School for Social Science is the first proof ol 
the fact that no investigation was made into the background of Mary 
Knowles. The, report states: “Taking up full-time employment again 
’ in 1945, she was n member of the office personnel of the Samuel. Adams 
School for Social Science for two and a half yeai-s.” This is not) in 
accord with the facts as set forth above, facts which could have easily 
been ascertained from catalogs of the school which were available to, 
anyone desiring to look for them. These catalogs, as it has been 
pointed out, would have shown that she was am instructor of chi ldren 
in a Communist school and also the executive secretary rather than a 
member of the office personnel. ' 

The report continues with the advice to the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting that from the Samuel Adams School for Social Science. Mrs. 
Knowles went as librarian in 1948 to the Morrill Memorial Library 
in Norwood, Mass., where she served for a period of nearly 5 
This report does not set forth the circumstances under which Mary 
Knowles' employment with the Morrill Library was terminated. I he 
reasons, which are set forth above, were known to the Library Com¬ 
mittee and shall he dealt with in the letter from Edna Phillips. ! 

After Mealing with Mary Knowles’ professional qualifications, 'the 
report states that the appointment, of a librarian yequires not only 
professional competence but involves the affirmative obligation of 
being diligent and loyal in citizenship! The Library■Committee! re¬ 
port states that anv investigation finds that Mary Kjjmvles mootsthe 
requirements of citizenship, professional competeurce. and character 
and then goes on to try''to;prove it to the Plvmoidn Monthly Meeting. 
The first two paragraphs after these finding identify Dr. Harley oh 
Simmons University * in d Profe^^^^^juikJgrMULas being amjong 
those affiliated'with the SaiTnSWWKWE8B^o< 1 flr^l lie report, tjlien 
states: “We found no one connected with the school who Juid mot 
availed themselves of the protection of the fifth amendment." If the 
Library Committee examined the transcript of the witnesses, including 
Dr. Harrison'Harley, they would have noted that he denied under 
oath that lie was ever a member of the Communist Party. IVofeWu* 
Struik did invoke the fifth amendment, hut denied to MIT that he 
y was affiliated with the Communist. Party. The Library Committee 
then reports the observation that both Dr. Harley and Professor St ruik 
were retained by their respective colleges. This could well he the Rea¬ 
son why the.Library Committee concealed from the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting the fact that Mary Knowles* dismissal from the Morrill 1 Li¬ 
brary resulted from her refusal to tell tlie trustees of that library 
what her affiliation was with the Communist Party as of June 195J. 

% ^The Library Committee report then deals with a statement made by 
Senator Welker which related to waiver of immunity, and the report 
assumed that in order to keep from naming other people Mrs. KncVwlos 
had invoked the fifth amendment. As a matter of fact, the Library 
Committee stated in the repprt: “We believe it, did." How this belief 
cap be reconciled w ith the press release issued hv Mary Know les fol¬ 
lowing her appearance before the Senate Committee cannot he visual¬ 
ized hv a reasonable person. The Library Committee then inferred 
that Philbrick might have been mistaken in his identity of Mrs. 
Knowles because, in an appearance before the Committee on] Un- 
American Activities in 1951, he had not mentioned her, but. of course, 
this is what .Mrs- Knowles implied when she inferred, follow ing her 
testimony in 1951k that she was being persecuted ns an innocent person 
by a paid informer. Mrs. Knowles lias had ample opportunity, under 
oath, to deny her membership in the Communist Party and her knowl¬ 
edge of Herbert Philbrick. It is not for the Library Committee, 
which is intent on expressing Christian beliefs, to make such infer¬ 
ences. . . 

The Library Committee report, while attempting to discredit Plul- 
brick's testimony in one instance, in the following paragraph attempts 
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to use his testimony to obtain support that Mrs. Tv nowl os is not] a 
Communist. The Library Committee points out that llnlhrn k tes¬ 
tified that ditringjiis membership in the Cornmiinist 1 artv no kww 
that Communist Party members did not hesitate to swear talselv la* 
to their party membership,; hut pointed out that Mrs. Knowles hml 
refused to sign an oath that she was not, the inference being that iit 
she was a member of the Communist Party sile would not have hesi¬ 
tated to si «rn the oath. ' ; . . „ , .. ' 

Tlie report then states: “The following ure statements from letters 
in our Tiles of people who were thoroughly familiar with Mr«. Knowles] 
immediate background and who, of cotuSe, knew her personally. 
There are then quoted three letters reeved in connection with liny 
Library Committee's “thorough' 5 investigation of Man Knowing 
background. Of the three, EdnaTBlfillips had known Mary Knowles 
for 5 years. Professor Henry J.^radhnry had known her per^ojrallv 
during here connectSchool niu^iiW- 
quently during her employment in Norwood, Mass., hut Hannah Scv- 
erns of Moorestown, N. .L, who wrote a letter dated Ma\^4f P»o4, had 
^Wp^f^met- Mary Knowles prior to February 12 of the same year. 
Henry J. Cadbury wrote in October 1 9:VJ, as cluiirman of the Amer¬ 
ican Friends Service Committee. Cadbury's position with respect* to 
the Communist Party and the attitude of its members before Congres¬ 
sional committees is public knowledge. In 1051. when the Commu¬ 
nists were being subpenaed from (lie Poston area, Protestor Cadbury 
was one of those who took a paid advertisement in a Poston news¬ 
paper and publicly urged those individuals appearing he foie t he com¬ 
mittees to refuse to testify about their Communist affiliates or asso¬ 
ciates. 

That part of the letter of Cadbury’s which is quoted refers to Mary 
Knowles’ Communist Party membership as “bogey of a distant past ' 
and sets forth the assumption that her invocation of the fifth amend¬ 
ment was because of her desire to defend others rather than hqrsylf. 
Professor Cadbury’s letter could have been the cause of the similar 
inference by the Library Committee, hut, if so. it is ori , oneous | in 
light of the"facts. Cadbury is equally ill-informed when he sets forth 
that Edna Phillips “has never detected any hint of dishonesty or even 
secrecy in all other matters. 1 ' As we shall see from the Edna Phillips 
letter of October 19, 105:5, Miss Phillips did have knowledge of her 
secrecy and it was this secrecy which forced her dismissal from the 
Morrill Memorial Library. • 

In dealing with the letter which the Library Committee received 
from Edna Phillips, the Committee report slaps Christian beliefs and 
ethics in the face. The report to the Plymouth Meeting leaves out 
the first two paragraphs of Edna Phillips] letter without any of [the 
standard notations used to'show such deletions., Let's read these two 
paragraphs: 

As you mention Mrs. Knowles' having told your board of 1 
trustees her story very frankly, T assume you know our board 1 
of trustees felt it necessary to ask her to leave here bl^a^!seJ^> ,, ^ 
Following the testimony of HerlxwCPhilbriek. the, Jonwfi 
Committee summoned her. She invoked the fifth amendment 1 
in refusing to answer their questions. She was unw ill mg to 
confirm or deny to our board of trustees her membership hi j 
the Communist Party. I 

Mrs. Knowles' position was based on her belief that the i 
first, amendment to our Constitution protects a citizen fiom ’ 
having her convictions probed. i 

The third paragraph of the October 10 letter is quoted correctly, 
although it is quoted as the first paragraph of Miss Phillips' letter. 
The following quoted paragraph also omits without acknowledgment 
pertinent language. The paragraph as reported in the Library Com¬ 
mittee report starts off’: 

but “T have found her 5 ' is t lie latler part of the sentence. If; the 
Plymouth Meeting body were honestly apprised of the Edna Phillips* 
letter, the paragraph would have started out: 

While T do not share her position in regard to not answer- j 
mg our board's questions about her status with the Commu¬ 
nist Party, 1 have found her, * * *. 
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JomethiMt ^vnn^ asterisks that they have'-omitted 

something hom Miss Phillips* letter. The words omitted “Aside v, 

expose the^r-fnd wl ^¥ cr ‘ be(1 >” had to be deleted in Qid’er notfto 

ence, the tTrst two “T** 1 V T™* '**“* 

The excerpted letter of Hannah Severns to the library Committee ' 
as reproduced m. its report; of October 1954 may or ,hbe L 

tirfcslown e Se e f-b the T° H i J he y point out the fact that 
> i St °r n i e Ij,bra ry denied Mary Knowles employment be- 

Z Z?™ "W Z tcM '!!f nl wl “”» Ml.stood;’ with JSuJJt 
anil i tit ions with the Communist Party as of 10f>4. jr \ 

C n February 12, 1954,-Hannah Severns, lihrarian/M the Moores- 
(own Free Library,' wrote to the Norwood"Pub^lbrary ; f 

ihe other evening I saw Dr. Henry Cadbury and lie men- 1 ✓ 

-tioned to me a former member of your staff, Mrs. Mary 
,Knowles, w ho wishes to find a library ppsition. Henry Ca/-' 

' bury considers her a very excellent pdrsoii. . , , y 

wi ,V‘:i!??, ki \f ^" P ? rSOn < l. ,,a 1 if1 ? d *» « general assistant' 
i -li 1 > nlterest a ', ul experience in the field of work with 

children and young people. ' i • 

Henry, Cadbury told me briefly of the unfortunate cir- 
cmnstances which prompted Mrs. Knowles to'resign from 
youi library, and the need for hei- to locate in a more under- 
s am nig community. 1 have mentioned nothing regarding 
this background to anyone on our board, but would'like to ’ 1 
lime from you any part, of the.story you 1 think might, be 

tim?f ,l,y i tD1 1W i° know - 1 need also to know her qualitica- 
•J° nS * : '! K 1 y° ur fail> *PP**m\ of her ability and personal-- 

JM? (lU T A ,et , t f r » " e T thilt Hannah Severns knew nothiJg 

Ileifrv Cad nrv eS xvl!o d 1®’’ bnck « round 1 but what she had heard from 
tiem> l adbuiy, who also recommended Miu-y I Knowles to Jennes 

Memorial Library. Yet we find Hannah Severns on May 4 

desu ibmgi MaryKnowles as a person “of rare spirit and Jagnanint’ . 

HUtm.iT 8 tl,at tbc , Library Committee desired the Plymouth 

l 't, 1 : ti, Ml ° ifir/r 1 ll , ,c **»«•» « f 

Kifn vtnl s tbut there had existed between her and Mary 

SIP S ,md >' ei 'i' s of pei sonal and knowledgeable relationship 
Ihe opening statement and the enclosures arA reproduced 3 
printed hearings held on .July 18, 1950. The entire statement md i£ 

Export 8h ° U d ^ oxnn,ined in H «' ht of the facts as set forth in 

Comn,i’ttee 1 ofto n Sl^ t ! , V:° , T i ^ h 2 rinp8 » the Civil liberties ' 
q mi| tr€e ot the I hiladelpliia 1 early, Meeting of the Religious 

>_ ouety of h riemls issued a booklet which they titled “The Plymouth’ 

Meeting ( on roversy'x This booklet, which was appare,Sy Ei-3 

o discredit the invest,gation of this committee an 1 fo sm po t M- S 

tototound n: Xrr* i ,y 

ciCTuises aiound the beliefs and convictions of Mary Knowles Tlie 
jooklet re,)eat S many of the misstatements of facts vS we havj 
dealt w 5th in the case of tlie Sprogell memorandum, and the statement 
and enclosures supplied to the Committee by Mrsi Lillian P TapW 

is tohv ^ V ,tl ? fh \ ceS a ,,ew the form of a sVatS - 

liiorkl ni l'2 Kl v U ' es to board of tnisteesiof the Morrill Me* •' 
moiial Lioiaty m Norwood, Massachusetts. The technioue of nmk ' 

Ttlm ( m Hilns }^°" S °J 

beliefs ; , ^ t-the hooklet. in order to change Mary Knowles’ 

beliels and conymtums which the statement represented 

, k e states oil page 5: “Because Mary Knowles’ beliefs and 
convictions are the foundation of ‘The Plymouth Meeting Control ' 

the MoErSlmS'Er [7 1058 stllte ^ ent 1 *° theSboard of Trustees of 
issue 1bv M i i v Kn !U ' e reprod " ced here ! Th ® full statement 

I |w |' y i !; > 1 no ,' ,es IS ni . possession of the committee, and in ordeii 
tof ! (,,>J : vi . c, t'ons may be assessed in light of the cS 

JoIaI l 11 ^^Kuuent, a will hereafter be reproduced. Those items' 
deleted from the statement, as reproduced in the >oUrt fiS^3 . 


■I 
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italics. It should be noted that the deletion removes from the state¬ 
ment such reaso.^^ invoked by Mary Knowles for refusing to testify as 
besides that, I refuse to be-an ‘informer’, paid ior otlierwise.” The 
statement as reproduced in the booklet, does contain Mary Knowles’, 
opinion that the Senate Subcommittee, before which she appeared was 
unconstitutional, and that through its investigations we arc bein'* led 
on the path into totalitarianism and a police state. However, the re- 

P®Vii • r A no ^ ,e ?! statement for, this last belief*slie 

uld refuse to testify if she had not taken other grounds into con¬ 
sideration. To use Mary Knowles’ language, we : read: “Therefore ll 
would refuse to cooperate’ with these committees oh the last-men¬ 
tioned grounds alone,-even if the other reasons given were not valicl 
bl, t "Inch I believe to be wholly valid and honorable.” I ’ 

The complete statement of Mary Knowles, Iwhom the .Teannefs 
Memorial Library Committee found, meets the! test of citizenship 
reads as fol lows: , * > 


STATEMENT OF THE BOARD OF TjtfUSTEES, MORRILL MEMORIAL' 
LIBRARY. NORWOOD. MASS. J 

At the request of Jhiw Maude Sha ftuck. chairman, of the hoard of traster* 

on of tL Jai 2 work*. I am do Zfw'n- 

auUj that the bin tJen of proof should neccssurihr rest on me ' j 

'Ilia situation brim, , what it is, 1 that I haw barn "suspended without min from 
mil position as south Norwood Hranch Librarian, pending farther rtdriJwhim Sf 
pabho.statement* made about mc"t / think that. a. resume of mg stand amt the 
reasons th<’re fin c would ha in order 1 1 u " “ " 

From the beginning I have refused, as a matter of principal, to dJurim'-niv 
religion or my po itics. This I did in the Hrm belief that 'freedom of religion 
freedom of thought are guaranteed by the Constitution of the United States in t?ie 
first amendment Unit amendment was included in tlie Constitution because 
of a long struggle of the people against religious and political tvraunv both in 
England and America when such freedoms were not inviolate, and when much 
unnecessary suffering and unjust persecution resulted. , These freedoms were 

Pi ll of b RiPhK nP 'r7 , M, t o t flr-c the fr: '! nCIS / ,f ll l^" nstit, " ion Imt thein J first 1,1 
L.ui of Rights If the first amendment imuffis anything, it means, freedom of 

thought and religion to all citizens at all tjJSes; nol just to some citizens, or e\4n 
to a I citizens, some of the time. imjJeit „i the first amendment is also the, 
ni/ht to ref,am from speaking, as iiMc/rf in, the. Supreme. Court of the tin,ted 
States speaking thnmgh Air. J nstic? M u, pi,,, , West Virginia State Board of 
Education v, Barnette ), with thcstriimrdxY-'Thc righ t of freedom of thought and 
lehgnm as guaranteed hg the Constitution against State action includes both 
fhe 'ight to speak, frrehj and the right to refrain fiout speaking at alt." j 

This past week I appeared under snbpena/hefore the Senate Subcommittee- 
on Internal Secunty headed by Senator .Tenne/in Washington, in both secret and 
open hearings In both instances I answered J only questions as to mv name 
address and employment in the library. All other questions I declined to answer 
under the privilege granted by the fifth amendment, which says - "‘that 
no arsons shall lie compelled in any criminal case to tela witness against hiiii- 
, «■ J Je *1 t f hw ''’ ou,d seem to apply, I would like to explain further 

In the nrst place. I have committed no crime, nor am I facing criminal prosecii- 
tion, hut it is entirely possible that by testifying I could provide a link in a 
chain of events or supposed events, which would render me liable to prosecution. 
jut thcntiat e t ,v iic ^ th Miwnrinivnt dors not hn/dg guilt A * the United 

State* Supreme Court .stated in Twining v. A T ew Jersey, the fifth amendment is a 
pt at return for the innocent . . . amt a safeguard against heedless, unfounded 
ot tgranuicul prosecutions.” In the second place, tlie investigating committees 
lio longer uphold the validity of the first amendment* and recourse to tluit 
amendment by the witness before the committee could very easily lead to con¬ 
tempt of Court citation and the ensuing jail sentence. In the third place, if under* 
compulsion I sic), I testified concerning my religion and [politics, but refused to 
answer dues!ions about others. I would also be held in contempt <>f court, tie- 
ydcs that, l ) (fused to be an “i«/ohikt”, paid or otherwise. Fomth if I re- 
*11 ans ‘ wer Questions on moral or ethical grounds* without invoking We 

* *fth Amendment, I would also he held in contempt of Court, and again face a 
jail sentence. Fifth and last, I feel very strongly that these committees and their 
methods are highly unconstitutional: that they represent a deep threat not only 
Iif 1 s ^ engt Jk of the l ni ted States, hut also to the very form of the government 
itself, that through such investigations lies indeed the path of the United 
« .3”*° t otalltanauisI, i an<1 the police state. This feeling has been greatly 

intensified since appearing before one of these committees. Therefore / would 
refuse to ‘ cooperate" with these committees on the last-mentioned grounds atone 
cteu tf the other reasons given were not valid, but wlneti I believe to be a holla 
valid and honorable. . , " 

Although not necessarily pertinent to the situation at hand, I shall he glacl 
to reiterate some of the moral and ethical principles by winch I try to live which 
I explained when I appeared before the Hoard of Trustees. I believe whole¬ 
heartedly in-the brotherhood of man: that we are here to help one another in 
whatever ways we can, and to be helped: that service to others is a source of 
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one of the deepest satisfactions we can have. I believe in the freedom of the in¬ 
dividual within the framework of the law: and that such freedom can best; he 
attained by free access to knowledge and truth. By inference, therefore. I am^ 
opposed to all forms of discrimination and censorship on any grounds what¬ 
ever. ! believe in the basic goodness of men and in the! limitless potentiality 'for 
good in the human race, given an opportunity to exercise their minds and hearts. 

I believe that peaceful and honorable settlement of worldwide situations is hot 
only possible but imperative; that war is barbaric, stupid, urn ivilissed and need¬ 
less. I believe lirmly in the United States of America and in the documents 
upon which it is founded—The Declaration of lndei>endcnoe and the Constitution 
I believe^it is every citizens duty to uphold these documents ami the hinted 
States. This duty I have performed. 

If a few more personal remarks may he added, I should like to submit that my 
case is a straight civil liberties issue, since at no time ha\e m> piofessional 
qualifications as a librarian been questioned , nor. I might add. my integrity as an 
individual. The issue seems to be whether or not an individual can maintain his 
means of livelihood and his conscience* at the same time 7a oidei to krep my jolt, 
it has been su/ji/csted tiCut / state my /lohtiiaf beliefs amt associations, amt 
this , of course, I have refused to do. If the aim oj the committees is smceieh/ 
to yoiut out "eteai and present dam/it" to the halted States, tet the issues tie 
earned to the courts -wh,ei e they' may he property disposed of, an to dim/ to due 
process of taw It mould seem, however , that this is not the aim o) tin eom- 
mittees. It would seem , father , that they choose this method to Jmthei 
personal political aims; and to weaken the country by the em/endei im/ of mass 
hysteria and fear. J 1 

The immediate situation, of vital content to me, naturally, vs the i/uestion rif 
my i einstatc,mc ntwould seem that failure to i emstute mi * would mdieutc 
a basic disreyatdpfor the rnjhts of private conscience Uthom/h he w-speuk- 
imj sperificfolypiibout academic freedom , / think the - rcmai k s W Piofessih 
M "tafonL'LoHcs m the tun rent (June) issue of the \tluutu&\fonthly.air 
pei T t neat'ft ert*: 7 am a fanned by the common at i eptami\ of It'siTu'afiToT in iv/tnlt 
responsible and mtcUujcnt administrators not only plui c the moiahty of the 
state above the rn/ltt of private consi mice, but </o beyond the .state in dipinim/ 
Witnesses both of their immediate fobs and of any prospect oj jut me jobs in the 
profession for whieli they hair been tunned . the situation thus dt i clnped 

by tin * ad m mist ratio s inevitably puts a premium upon the mfonnn ami p< mtt- 
jzes him who does not br/iete it nifht to endam/er the foi tunes of othci people V 
, What ever the decision of the Board, I trust it w ill he a de< Mon based on the 
consciences and beliefs of the individual members ot the Board for the best 
good of the library and the country : a decision reached without fear of teprisals 
and public opinion. In a sense the issue is a far-rea< lung one in that it coin ct ns 
not only me as an individual, but also every individual in the <oiuitry The 
decision made by the hoard will become an instillment for good or for evil, not 
only in this commonwealth, hut throughout the Nation 

* IS] Mary Knowles | 

The documents submitted to the committee during tlie hearing b> 
the Fund tor the Republic, in accordance with tlie Hihpena thaHiad 
been served upon the Fund, were public documents in that, they were 
available for review of anyone. This is true, even though the^ docu¬ 
ments were not reproduced in full in the committee's report. As is the 
procedure ot this committee and, of most of the committees of ( on-i 
gress, documents submitted in this maimer have always been a\ ail-! 
able lor review* by the press. The press reviewed t hese documents and 
one radio commentator elected to quote a document oxer his nation- 
ally syndicated, radio program. The Fund,exam though it advertise^ 
itsell as a champion of the Constitution and Rill of Rights, was 
oil ended by this action on the part of the radio commentator. Thex 
therefore elected to deceive the American people by chaiging the com- 1 
mittee with irresponsible action in making* the documents which thex 
produced in public session, available to the Press. ; By telegram to the 1 
committee on August i and by press releases, all of whiclf were paid 
by the funds of a tax-exempt foundation, the Fund for the Repuhlici 
accused the committee of: 1 

an inexcusable violation of the investigative process, that you 
should hax’e made available to a radio commentator, docu- j 
ments obtained under subpena from the Fund for the Repub¬ 
lic thatwere never made a part of the record' The Fund 
cannot be harmed by your irresponsible use of this material, ' 
but the prestige ot Congress (amnot fail to be damaged b\ 
this abuse of the poxvers lodged in you. This is a not 1 km 
example of the hit-and-run tactics pursued by you and Mr. 

AY alter in your dealings with t he Fund for the Republic. i 

In attempting to defend itself, the Fund for the 1 Republic lias used 
tactics which are similar to the prosecutor asking tlie witness xvhetheri 
or not he has “stopped beating his wife.” If the committee uses! 
accepted processes m making documents available* which documents 
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liave been submitted to it. in open public session, then we are aecjtiserl 
of making documents available which the Fund contends are not “a 
part of the record”. JTad the Committee refused to make the docu¬ 
ments available to the Press and to the radio newscasters, then the 
Fund ior the Republic would accuse the Committee, as it has done 
in the past,'of.withholding from the public information and thereby 
accuse .the committee of being guilty of censorship. A complete ex¬ 
amination of the Fund for the Republic, as reflected by this report, is 
considered by the committee to he an adequate answer as to whether 
it is the committee or the Fund for the Republic that is guilty of ^hit- 
and-run” tactics. ’ i 

The committee, in reviewing the minutes of the Hoard of the Fund 
for the Republic, noticed that at the meeting in February, the board 
accepted criteria which should be followed bv officers of ihc Fund 
in making awards such as ihosemade to the Plymouth Monthly Meet¬ 
ing, re Mary Knowles. At a conference between the staff‘of’the 
committee and counsel of the Fund, the details of this criteria were 
requested. Counsel Webster, in his letter to the committee of dully 2, 
1957, denied that there was such criteria adopted, and submitted copy 
of criteria which was adopted by the board on Mav 19, 1955. the date 
upon which the board approved the award to the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting. This is another 1 exam pie of the Fund refusing to produce 
information on the claim, that the records were not accurate in their 
reflections. 

We have outlined above, the facts surrounding Mary Knowles and 
her appointment to the Jeannes Memorial Library. We now ask that 
this award be again studied in light of the criteria which was adopted 
on May 19, 1955. We also ask that this criteria be examined in light 
of the activities engaged in by the staff of the Fund, in order to sell 
the Plymouth Meeting award to the American people, to tin* ia(Iio, 
press and other media. This is the criteria submitted to the com¬ 
mittee by the Fund and represents the item which the employment of 
Mary Knowles met i n order to j usti fy the a ward. 

“PO Outstanding. The performance must be unusual, not generally dupli¬ 
cated by others in the hiune clrcuiiistam v ’ j ‘ 

‘‘(fo) The Significance. The example inlist be of kind in inspire emulation 
“(c) Valid The performance must he rule*ant to Fund's aims 
4 ‘(rf) Courageous. The performance nm*d have involved M»me rivk of muiiei 
or of standing ’ i * 


Accordiyfr to Fund Vice President Fcirv. “I’. Hodman wauls jo 


see this rfTi the front page of everything." In order In Uillill the* <li- 
rectufc^f the boss, the stidf of the Fuiul went min immediate jtft wm. 
JosepnLy ford,the Fund# top propagandist, went I aybrk eveif before 
tn#KifPfFfpr Ike Republic amiounrecj/ts award. Lflpk, Coiner's The 
gepMjfer, Tu/e Ne^WCveek. n.fd L$, all nationhrW^^T^-rc 
m ieerm wllliVl ii^FnnlrsPve^Sion ofm> Plymouth Meeting confrovrikt. > 
I'lie instrument used to notify this media, inclu.diug Kric^jfeyeroid or 
the Columbia Broadcasting ^system, was an tiHil i'iFvim'■ loi’f of 
Maureen Black Ogden report. On the west c^hst, Flalleckjlotfhmn. 
son of Paul Hoffman, who was on the payroLTiis an usciff;fnlp^f#i- 
dent HutehinSjjffiule contact with John’ Henderson.. chairman of (he 
Intel lectual^ h reodoni Committee, of'-the*7Tfne1*i'?a n Library As-meia- 

Maureen Black Ogden report was submitted to .each inemlier of Hen¬ 
dersons Intellectual Freedom Committee. So sure was Ihc Fmnli of 
support for this award.-by (he American Library Assoeiaiion, that 
July H, the date of the actual award, was decided on by Ihc Fund be¬ 
cause the American Library Association was meeting in Philadelphia 
from July 4 to July 11. 1 | 

In editing the report which was submitted to, the Press, Radio and 
television news sources, in addition to the Intellectual Freedom Com¬ 


mittee of the American Library Association. Maureen Black Ogdlen 
included false statements relating to the circumstances under wli'ich 
Alary Knowles was separated from her position as a librarian in (lie 
Massachusetts community, together with the nature of (he invest illa¬ 
tion made of Mary Knowles by (he Jeannes Memorial Library Odin- 
mittee, including the statements made to the’ coniinitlee bv Marv 
Knowles before site was originally hired in 1953. The edited version, 
like the original, continued to place the entire controversy upon Mrs. 






! 
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WHiile this section of the edited report is almost 
Vonf -for^vord, a copy of the original, the import deleted the false 
statement of the original which reads “One of the agents [Federal- 
Bureau of Investigation] told Mrs. Chappie—not for publication--— 
that Mrs. Corson.must be a ‘crackpot’.” Jt is assumed that the fear 
of a libel action on the part of Mrs. Corson, because no agent of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation made such a statement to Mrs. Chap- / 
pie, was apparently the motivation for the removal of this sentence. 
The edited report also deleted those statements which we have previ¬ 
ously referred fo, which dealt with the fact that the Jeannes Memorial 
Library Committee felt that “such an award would symbolize outside 
public opinion supporting the decision of the meeting 1 ' etc., and there ? 
was substituted merely thej statement. “Today f Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting is still firmlv opposed,to the demands for Mrs. Knowles’ re¬ 
placement. in the belief that the right, to be silent is* equal to that of 
freedom of speech, press and religion. It W in recognition of this 
courageous defense of individual liberty that^he directors of the Fund 
for the Republic made an award of $5Jn)0' to iPlymouth' Monthly 
Meeting." 1 Jr | l ! 

Apparently tl^e magazines, nulio audf television stations contacted 
by the Fund, looked upon the pnfectwuthsome misgivings. Whether 
they suspected, as the Philadelph\^Iuquirer found in its editorial oh 
July 20, 1956: 11 . ***** 1 ^ 

the House committee’s hearings have shown us how Plym¬ 
outh Meeting was split over the hiring of Marv Knowles, 
and how the Fund for the Republic intensified the bitterness 
and dissension by awarding the Plymouth Quaker Meeting 
$5,000 for what, it termed resisting “outside pressure” for , 
dismissal of the librarian. 1 1 j 

Mobile we have not made a senveh to see to ,what extent these . 
mediums covered the Plymouth Meeting award. it is evident that the 
desires of Paul Hoffman were not realized. But the Fund for the \ 
Republic is seldom outdone. Not meeting witlu$rcess through inde-, - 
pendent news media, the Fund used a televi^fonj news clip service,' 
which it was financing, to publicize its awardjr ! j 

In order to be prepared with a television news clip immediatelw^ 
upon presentation of the award on JnWff. the Fund for the RepuMuT 
borrowed from the news dim*tor o f WCAIT .Philadelnlija, filrriSavmchi 

related to the PI vmouth Meeting. 'fTTt^tl^rusliedlo ^Tclef . 

Los Aiureles 14, Calif., with whom the Fund, using tax-exempt money, 
had a contract to produce TV clips. The film from WCAU was then; / 
edited so that it, together with a statement from Paul G. Hoffman,| 
was presented to television stations throughout the United States. i 
The television news clip was marked for release!at 4 p. mi,, July ff,i 
1055, the precise hour and date of the award. The covering announce- j 
ment to the script and film states: 1 

The attached film clip is supplied to von as part of an i 

experiment on the part of the Fund for the Republic. The j 

purpose of this experiment includes determining whether the ) 
Fund can be of service to news telecasters, and thus augment 
news coverage involving aspects of civil liberty or racial or 
religions discrimination bvunaking available film reports of 
current newsworthy events. * * * \ 

The news release continues the deceit of the Fund in connec¬ 
tion with this award. % Not only does it fail to state that Mrs. 
Knowles was charged with being a member of the Communist Party, 1 
but it states only that she wa% a secretary, and an office secretary at j 
that, of a school which later was upon the Attorney General’s list, j 
This is what the release actually says: ' 

Criticism first arose because of Mrs. Knowles'Ipast position 
as office secretary of the Samuel Adams School in Boston 
from 1045 to 1047. This school is on the Attorney General’s 
list of subversive and Communist-front organizations. When 
Mrs. Knowles was*questioned about her political activities 
in 1058 by the Jenner Senate Subcommittee, she invoked the 
fifth amendment. !5he was then discharged frorii her post'as 
librarian in Norwood, Mass, 
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While the stntions were not given the full story, those stations 
which showed the film did hot give, the viewers the full story. Tlie 
news clip was silent accent for that part which contains the statement 
of Pnul G. Hoffman. The script which accompanied the film, con¬ 
tained a dialosr for the announcer during: the silent portion of the film. 
According; to this,script, after.the film had run*" seconds, there was a 
scene of the interior of the Jeannes Memorial Library. As the interior 
of the library flashed upon the screen, there was this narration: ' 
“Around a librarian who once invoked the fifth amendment, and later 
refused to take a loyalty oath." * * * We do not know what was con- . 
tained in Paul Hoffman's narration. The Fund for the “Republic has 
denied that it has a copy of this TV clip and are unable to supply a copy 
because this was a production of Telefea+ures. It was inferred to the 
Committee that the Fund for the Republic exercised no influence over 
what was actually shown. We have ’documentation of facts to tlie , 
contrary. 1 i ■ . \ ' > 

We have seen what has happened with respect! to the Fund’s cam¬ 
paign to publicize the award thratigh the media 1 of press, radio, avid 
television. Now let ns look at its attempt to have its action supported 
and endorsed by the Intellectual Frggdorn Committee of the American 
Library Association•s——• *■ ■ 

- I heitrcot iaticTiTshetween Hallock T^offman and John TTende’rson of 
the Intellectual Freedom Comnndtteehlimmen'ced on May 2 J On May ’ 
26, Mr. Henderson advised each of his members that they would be - 
receiving a report from the Fnnd for the Republic with^respect to the 
Plymouth Meeting Award.: On June 2, Jo seph i-P . Lyford of the 
Fund sent each of the members of the Intellectual^ FreedonCCommit- 
tee a copy of the edited report of Maureen Black Ogden. By June 29, 
the Fund had heard nothing from the Intellectual Freedom Commit¬ 
tee, so Maureen Black Ogden wrote John Henderson a letter. I 

Should your committe 1 decide to commend Plymouth Meet¬ 
ing for its stand, we would certainly be glad to have you 
participate in the ceremony on Wednesday, iwrote Maureen 
Black Ogden. j 

She was so sure of favorable nction by the Intellectual Freedom 
Committee, that she concluded her letter with : " l 

If that is inconvenient. I am sure that a Plymouth Meet- 1 
ing delegation would be able to go to Philadelphia at some - J 
date suitable to you. i . '] 

However, the Intellectual Freedom Committee of The Amer¬ 
ican Library Association took no action and typical of the-’ ' 
Fund for tlie Republic, its lack of accord brought its censure. After 
the award, Joseph P. Lyford wrote a memo! to W. H. Ferry 
the Fund vice president. “I am not impressed with M"r“HeiTderson'’" 
and his committee ’ wrote Mr. Lyford. And of course the Fund must 
attack the intellect and integrity of those with whose action they 
disagree. This was the fate of Mr. Henderson. Henderson was cited 
by Joseph Lyford in the concluding paragraph of his memo to Ferry! : 

■ Henderson’s final conclusion that the treatment of Mrs. 

Knowles represented a “personnel’' problem,: rather than an 
“intellectual freedom’' matter is an example of real leadership 
from ; the rear . 12 \ r 


72 Kmlibasis supplied. . j 

It is tlie opinion of tlie committee that the last sentence of Lyford’s 
memo of July 11th, 1955, sums up the reason for making the award 
bv the Fund for the Republic, Lyford wrote “It is fortunate that 
Mrs. Knowles didn't have to rely solely on the American Library Asso¬ 
ciation to come to her defense,| , 

Is it truly the activity of a foundation which receives tax-exempit 
status as a religious, educational and scientific foundation, to engage 
in propaganda activities, and are we, in attempting to determine this 
question, of propaganda, permitted to examine the activities of thle 
Tounclation s officers and directors both within and;without the founda* 
tion itself? Joseph P. Lyford, a former assistant editor of New 
Republic, is a ease in point. We have obseryed his ! activities in conned 
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tion with the Plymouth Monthly Meeting Award, and we express 
complete distrust with his actions. But who is responsible when 
Joseph P. Lyford writes an article for the August 27, 1956, issue of 
the “New Republic*’, relating to the subject of the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting award ? We are against “guilt by association” says the Fund 
for the Republic. Yet Lyford, in his article which was entitled “Un- 
Americanism Aihong the Quakers”, drags Senator McCarthy’s name 
into a proceeding in which he was not in the slightest connected. 
Wrote Lyford in his article which repeats the misstatement and out¬ 
right lies revolving ardund the Plymouth Meeting Award: j 

Senator Josefm McCarthy has pretty much disappeared 
fronrview, and his fans have-had to look elsewhere for excite- , 
ment. But recently several dozen of the tightlipped faith- | 
ful turned up in Philadelphia for a performance that resur¬ 
rected a little of the sound and smell of the old bear pits. 

Referring to the chairman of the committee, Lyford then said: 
“Walter lacked the sledgehammer touch of the old master, but there 
was this to be said for the Congressman—he made the most of his 
meager material.” We agree that the material was meager, but it was 
, only meager as a result of the conspiracy to deceive the committee and 
the American people that the true facts which are now divulged were 
withheld from the committee. In consideration of the propaganda 
activities of the Fund for the Republic, the article of Joseph Lyford 
should be reviewed in light of all the facts. 

The Fund for the Republic has spent tens and tens of thousands of 
dollars of tax-exempt money, to obtain newspaper, radio and tele¬ 
vision coverage to learn what is written and said about the Fund for 
the Republic. It has spent, sums in excess of these amounts to attack 
those who questioned the integrity of the Fund's operations. The 
committee is unable to state the exact amount which has been spjent 
by the Fund for the Republic in this activity. An indication of the 
amount spent we believe is reflected by the expenditure of over $7,000* 
to hire a public relations firm to prepare script and to purchase radio 
time for spot announcements following the program of a radio news 
commentator who questioned the Fund's activities. We have shown 
how the Fund has attacked through speeches of its officers and through 
magazine articles. The committee does not have the necessary funds 
to contract for a coverage similar to that contracted by the Fund^ 
Neither do the organizations or individuals who have been the^rrtv 
ject of vicimlk attacks by the Fund itself. It is impossiblehHfnswer 
attacks i^you do not lcnow they are being made, Oul<t>y chance 
does tha^ommittee or those under attack by the Fuud^earn of these 
attikjJ^Rsuch as “The press and the Fund for tli^Jlepublic*' by Fr g y k ^ 
Iv. Kelly, which appeared in an issue of “NiemJm Reports.*’ I 

is Frank K. Kelly? What motivates iTn^lirtrnfesT r Tan his 
position be objective? Kelly tells us in his article “In March of 1956, 
the directors of the Fund for the Republic asked me to help them make 
the Fund's purposes and program clearer to'tlie American public." 
Frank K. Kelly is a vice president of the Fund for the Republic. The 
press release announcing his appointment as a vice president and the 
short identifying biography, which accompanied the article “The 
press and the Fund for the Republic", list his/|ualities—newspaper¬ 
man, former administrative assistant to Unjjretl States Senators, and 
a veteran of World War II. They, forborne reason, withhold ithe 
fact that prior to his employment by thv Fund for the Republic!, he 
was a consultant on censorship tfojfcne American Book Publishers 
Council. For the American Boolodniblishers Council, his job was to 
defend the filth wfrrcffobscene literatim^ 
His job was also to defend subversive Uferatnre, even the worJiJTof 
those intellectually dishonest Commiunsts, such as HowarolFast, 
who is today, himself, exposing his/rormer intellectulff^mffimii?^". 
For the Americai^Sook PublislujraCouncil, his job was to attack the 
Senate inquiry into the St at e I ffip artinent's Overseas Libraries, and 
the Gathing\Clomn]itt_egj)fT!je House oTRepresentatives, inquiry and 
findings relating to"obscene literature. Kelly*s job with the Fund 
was, according to him, the job of making the public understand wlmt 
the Fund was doing. According to Kelly, the people did not under¬ 
stand what the Fund was doing, because, 
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some radio commentators and newspaper columnists weije 
misrepresenting the Fund, and some leaders of the American 
Legion were castigating it. Some Members of Congress 
also had attacked it. 1 

Analyzing the “Press and the Fund for the Republic’*, confirms 
the committees findings that Robert M. Hutchins is the Fund, and 
the Fund is Robert M. Hutchins. This is confirmed by the fact that 
Kelly found it necessary to defend Hutchins before he even took up 
the projects or activities of the Fund which were dealt with at length 
in tins report. To do this, he went all the wav back to 1940, When 
Hutchins was chancellor at the Lniversity of, Chicago, ant* ho denied 
an advocacy of Hutchins which Hutchins has never denied himself, 
and as a matter of fact, denied something which^ifu^miins confirmed 
in a speech in Washington, D. C, at the NntionnfcPw n., b before 
the American Newspaper Editors SocieFy. Kelly wrote,’"fieliad been 
accused of advocating government regulation of the Press—although 
he had never advocated any such thing—and he had been lashed by 
editorial critics for supposedly making other charges lie had not 
made/’ 

We do not know what else Hutchins has been accused of that was 
not true. He had been accused of so many things during his tiirbu- 
lent career that we assume something can be found which would be 
on minute examination, hot exactly correct. However, referring to 
the Communist Party as a political party, as he did jn the 1955 report, 
ot the Fund, is another of Mr. Kelly’s defenses which is wholly 
erroneous. J 

The Fund and its staff have a peculiar moral standard which <mides 
them, (milt by association is unpardonable when one questions the 
motivations of an individual affiliated with a Communist-front, organ¬ 
ization. To charge that such association makes the individual sym¬ 
pathetic to the aims and objectives of the organization is unparrlon- 
able. Equally unpardonable is to make charges through anonymous 
associates. On this latter point, the Fund states as its position “How 
can we check the reliability of the informant or the information 
attributed to hnn unless we know his identity ?" These rules do not 
OT'y "1*" fund attacks through it* rumor, hears',' g£* , mf 

insinuations. We shall see Inter, in the blacklisting proTeet i ■ 
tlolin Cogley and the case studies involving security, by Adam Var- 

r’" S h the ^ e n f 'l e \ do n * ot "PP'y- even invoked the protec¬ 

tion of the Constitution to escape from complying with the Fund's 
own ground rules. V ,u h 

Kelly, in his article, had the job of attacking those that ques¬ 
tioned the propriety of the operation of the Fund. He chhrgedi hat 

press he did not comment upon 
favorably) had “failed to discover that Mr. Walter had a personal 
motive m launching the investigation.” Thereafter, th/Lrsonal 
motivation was described as two items. The first, a complete mis¬ 
representation relating to the question of immigration which this 
report shall dehl with under the subtitle, “Influence Jf\ Legislation." 
And the second point related solely to one membeiWf the staff of the 
committee. What made this staff member, Karl iWsla-r sn olW 
tionable to the Fund ? First, and the Fund wt#^k4ts*V “guilt 
by association he was a former stall member of the Senate Investi- 
gating Subcommittee under Senator Joseph R. McCarthy” Anl 

” rt * in opeintions of 

also devoted a great deal of his “The press andl the 
f ui d fo the Republic to an attack upon the magazine “Newsweek “ 
Kelly attacked Newsweek by two methods: He Stacked their Sh 
./• 11S m, siepresentations. While there are many illustrations of 

p S ' S p,‘ Ve the P^Pose. Newsweek in its article dealing with 

i supnort of P Mo,°v U lV , r f port , etl \ hnt tl.e award was made 
1 * ¥* iy Knowles “who pleaded the fifth amendment 


The Library Committee of the Plymouth Monthly Meeting 
fern ployed as librarian a Mrs. Mary Knowles, after checking 
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her, references and learning from Mrs. Knowles that she had 
pleaded the first amendment.\in a congressional hearing. * 

Mary Knowles pleaded the fifth amendment and Frank Kelly now 
admits tltatslie did. v “It was a typographical error/’ Kelly now says 
about the “first,” as it appeared in his article. Hut!how do the people 
who believe that News week's facts were in error, know this was now a 
typographical error ? •' 1 • _ 1 "j ■ ' • - • 

Kelly, however, was not satisfied to attack Newsweek with' misstate? 
merits. His coup was to quote an alleged Washington correspondent 
of Newsweek as his faceless, anonymous informer. | Kelly wrote: : 

The Newsweek stol v, which appeared in the July 2 issue of 
the magazine, shocked and saddened me v I waa-in Washing- 
ton when the magazine came out.,. I went to see one of the I 
Washington correspondents and protested: “Tins is a terrible ' ] 
story. It has a lot of glaring errors in it. It*s full-of bias • ' I 
and distortrons.” He said [Faceless Informer]!: “I think it’s- 
. lousy, myself.” , j 1 ] 

The Committee is unable to locate the' “Newsweek” tot-respondent, 
We wonder if‘this is a typographical error aa«<vas ! the First Amend-* 
ment reference, re Mary Knowles. j ^ 

There is more to the Kelly article witi^which we will deal during 
the examination of John Cogley’s^Fuj^ffinance, blacklisting; project. 

BLACKLISTING __ 'I \ . I 


Political blacklisting was the title given to the project by John 
Cogley m his report to the president of the Fund 1 for the Kepublie/ 
In July 1956, public hearings were held by the'committee. John 
Cogley, the director of the project, was the* principal witness and the 
only witness from the Fund. Also heard by the committee were 
individuals possessed with knowledge of employment practices in 
the field covered by the report, namely, movies, radio, and television/ 
These latter witnesses condemned Cogley’s report as false, biased, or 
misleading. The hearings have been printed and ]a re now available 
and for this reason the testimony will not be dealt with in any detail 
in this report, ■ ! * . i 

The committee, concerned with our national security, has been 1 
interested in threats to this security through infiltration of various 
walks of life. We have examined the threats to'oursecurity through 
the infiltration and control by Communists, of thie labor movement 
in local and international unions. This area brought us into contact 
with unions acting as bargaining agents for crafts represented in the 
entertainment industries—movies, radio, and later, television! The 
sensitive nature of radio and television, and on a lesser scale, movies, i 
brought these industries within our scope irrespective of union affilia¬ 
tions. During these investigations hundreds of: members of the 
Communist Party were identified. ! 

Starting with 1951, we heard of “blacklisting’* and we investigated 
to determine what it was and how it worked. We found that “black¬ 
listing” was a phrase primarily used by the Communist Party to 
pressure for the continued employment of a fellow Communist or j 
his reemployment if he had been fired. The committee’s position on 
this subject was expressed often, la our annual report of 1955, we 
stated: . 1 ’ ! 


* * * Major networks do lihve a policy of nof hiring enter¬ 
tainers who have been identified under oath as Communist^ 
Party members, or who themselves have appeared under oath 
and refused to answer questions regarding party members. 

* * * Most networks which have used entertainers who are 
members of the Communist Party have done soi because they 
are unable to establish such membership. 1 

Investigation shows that, if^an entertainer was not used by 
the networks, the reason lay fri information vyhich directly 
related to the entertainer's Communist Party membership 
or deliberate support of Communist causes. ? < 

On the other hand, the networks properly dojnot deny em¬ 
ployment to an entertainer who might have innocently be¬ 
come involved with a Communist-engineered activity. 
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Even prior to the committee's announcement of its investigation of 
the Fund, much information and evidence was presented relating to 
the Fund's inquiry into blacklisting. If the information supported 
the evidence, this project was built on bias. It was designed, to re¬ 
establish employment opportunities for members of the Communist 
Party in the vital area of radio and television, j j 

Concerned with the objectivity of this project, we requested per¬ 
mission to review the repeat or reports which related to the Fund’s 
investigation of blacklisting. We were not concerned with the vie>vs 
of an author, as we were subsequently charged. The facts were our 
concern then and remain our only concern even until todav. Qur 
request was made of the Fund long before the) two-volume hook by 
the project director, John Cogley, was printed. Coglev and his reports . 
to the Fund would have been subpenaed long before they were, except 
for the committee’s belief in the representations made to it that the 
reports*would be delivered. 'They were not delivered to the committee 
until they were printed as a two-volume book. | In order to misrep¬ 
resent the committee’s inquiry the Fund asked: 

Should a man be summoned before his elected representa¬ 
tives to defend or explain a book he has written or divulge the 
confidential sources of his information. 73 ! 

73 press release by John Cogley, June 28, 1050. Jr j 

The committee's first request for therF und’s report relating |to 
blacklisting was made during the emb'of April or the first of May 
1056. The first request, made ny a staff representative, was apparently 
ignored. On May 22, the stajff removed its request for the report 
througK Fund Counsel Counsel Webster ad¬ 

vised that, while he wasTruffio^wea^^aef^er the report, additional 
time for submission was requested, this additional time being neces¬ 
sary because the report was being reviewed for accuracy, fairness* 
etc. To document these facts, we reproduced a letter signed by 
Counsel Webster, dated June 21, 1056: | ' 

At my meeting with you and Mr. Baarslag in your office on 
May 22, Mr. Baarslag spoke of the Cogley report on black¬ 
listing in the entertainment industries, to which he had re¬ 
ferred at our previous meeting. I responded that I was au¬ 
thorized to deliver the report, proVided that it was made clear i 
that publication had not yet been authorized!; that the report 
was being reviewed for accuracy, fairness, etc.; and that 
premature release or publication in any form would be highly 
prejudicial to the author and the Fund and to industries, 
institutions, and persons concerned. I explained that it was ’ j 
expected that, subject to such inspection and revision, the I 
report would be published, but that I would appeal to the * 
committee, through the staff and the chairman, to agree fully j 
to protect the report or to grant additional time for submis- 

’ sion. After some discussion, you kindly agreed to withdraw | 
the request for the report for 30 days. j * ! 

At this point we call attention to a press release of the Fund, as 
issued on July 10,1956. We call attention to this release here because 
we feel that Counsel Webster's statement “that publication had not yet 
been authorized' 1 belies the claim that Cogley was hired to write I a 
book on his findings. His status was that of a director or consultant 
of an inquiry into movies, radio, and television, j His reports cannot 
attain a different status in order to protect them from a legitimate 
inquiry. Hutchins, however, did give these reports a different status 
in Jiis release. His supreme court for this purpose was the Washing¬ 
ton Post. Hutchins, expressing complete faith in the journalistic 
integrity of John Cogley, went on to state: , j 

The Fund regards the subpenaing of Mr. Cogley to justify j 
his study before the House Un-American Activities Com¬ 
mittee as an unprecedented invasion of freedom of thought 
and expression in the United States. \ * 
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We believe the vital issues at stake are clearly cited In an | 
editorial which appeared in the Washington Post today, | 

Jnly 10. We quote: | 

The Constitution expressly forbids Congress to ninke nny law abrUlff- I 
ing the freedom of the press, and implicitly it forbids Congress to 
abridge freedom of the press by culling an author to aceunt for what . 
he has written. Freedom of the press would be very seriously abridged , 
if writers stood in fear of l>eing lmled before a congressional committee 
whenever they expressed opinions on controversial ]issues. Statements i 
in the report have been challenged by certain individuals; whatever j 
the merit of these challenges. Congress is not the place to resohe them 
1 Moreover, the Un-American Activities Committee has no business try- j 

ing to make a writer reveal names which he'has undertaken to keep I 
in confidence. Freedom of the press would lie seriously abridged if • 
committees of Congress ignored the obligation of reimrters to maintain | 
the confidentiality of sources of infor|tiation. j 

On May 22, lOoG, the Fund “had not yet authorized the imblication.” 
In less than 30 days, or by June 21, the report: was authorized, sub¬ 
mitted to the printer, edited, and printed. 1 

Did the actions of the Fund constitute a delaying tactic in order |to 
offer the Fund and Cogley the freedom-of-the-press excuse as a rea¬ 
son for withholding information which could establish the bias of the 
Fund's inquiry? The Fund will deny this, but the facts clearly show 
that they misled the committee, through misstatements of facts. To 
reach publication before the committee insisted upon the report of 
investigation, the Fund even spent additional^ tax-exempt money. 
This is confirmed by a document which relates to Supplementary 
Appropriation for Study of Blacklisting, dated August 30, 15)50. 
Reflecting that the money charged to the project will reach $141,000, 
the document, detailing some of the additional iten^ of expenditure, 
leads: 

The remainder ($14,318) is accounted for, by acceleration 
of the publication date and expenses incurred in connection 
with the House Un-American Activities Committee hearing | 
on this report. , j 

The Fund on tWs project purchased the services of at least two 
newspaper clipping bureaus to obtain clippings of news coverage of 
the committeeWnearings. We have commented on this use of tax- 
exempt moneAfi/previously. The above document also reflects that 
E,chv^u^ | Jb3^Keri£ was conducting an analysis of the testimony and 
( "offae"presl^*overage or reactions to the study at a cost of $2,000. i 
In spite of the above, much of which reflected a policy in which 
President Hutchins must have directed or approved, Hutchins wrote 
the committee: ' 

Tlie Fund for the Republic regards the methods employed 
in dealing with this project of the Fund as grossly unfair. 71 | 


74 hotter* of July 13, 1050. 

We have set forth only a few of the facts now in the committee's 
possession; let us look at a few additional ones. Remember that any 
omission of facts on the committee’s part results from the refusal of 
the Fund or John Cogley to make them available. The Fund claims 
they do not have them; John Cogley says that he will not produce 
them, because he must defend the freedom of the press. We find that 
the facts, which we shall present hereafter, will properly reflect upon 
what or who is being protected. 

In each of the two-volume published reports on blacklisting there, is 
reproduced a foreword in-the name of the Fund for the Republic by 
Paul G. Hoffman, chairman. Built around the theme that neither 
the author nor Fund indicts or recommends, the foreword starts by 
expressing an alarmed citizenry over loyalty-security tests of people 
in private industries. 


Most Americans are convinced that loyalty-security in¬ 
vestigations of people working for the j Government in 
sensitive positions or seeking key Federal jobs are necessary 
to protect the Government from the infiltration of persons 
who might try to destroy it. But when loyalty tests are 
applied by private groups to people in private industries— 
i\ijd people are barred from jobs because they are “contro¬ 
versial 7 ’—many citizens become alarmed. 


i 


V 
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This is set forth in the light of the Fund’s published findings which 
ff rew out. of the Stouffer project. It was written in light of the con¬ 
cealed resolution of the Fund adopted at a meeting of the board on 
Februai*y 16,1956. 

It shall be and is the policy of the Fund that no member of 
the Communist Party will be employed for any purpose : and 
No former member of the Communist Party and no person, 
who has pleaded the fifth amendment in relevant circum¬ 
stances will be employed for any purpose or receive a grant- 
in-aid or be given a fellowship except with the approval of 
the board of directors. 

It set forth the arguments of the proponents and opponents of 
blacklisting and observes that— 

The foreword also points out that the study was initiated 
in September 1954—when many Americans had become dis¬ 
turbed by the revelation of blacklisting practices in the 
radio, television, and motion-picture industries. - i 

the facts around which the arguments raged were largely 
unknown. 

It also observed: 

It was not even clear whether blacklisting system actually 
existed in the motion-picture, radio, and TV industries. If 
1 it existed, it was not Known on what principles it worked, 
who controlled it, how accurate were the criteria it applied 
in screening Communists and pro-Conummists out of the 
industries, what were the motives which might have contrib¬ 
uted to its growth. Bey ond the somewhat rough-and-ready 
disclosures of the various investigating committees, there 
was little useful data on the nature and extent of Communist 
influence in the industries; on the effect, if any, which it had 
exerted on the output; on the extent to which the Communists 
themselves had engaged in blacklisting practices; or on nu¬ 
merous other facts essential to formulating any answers for 
the issues of civil liberties here involved. The subject was 
being debated, in short, in a vacuum. I 

As far as the Fund for the Republic is concerned, blacklisting was 
one of the reasons for creating the Fund. It became a reason even 
before the Hollywood studios obtained their published blacklist; that 
is, the blacklist John C’ogley found. The printed two-volume book 
to the contrary, John Cogley, in his report to the president ot the 
Fund, stated: • j 

The published blacklist in use in the Hollywood studios is 
a list of persons named as members of the Communist Party 
before the House Committee on Un-American Activities dur¬ 
ing the years 1947’, 1951, 1952, and 195-1. 1 liese names "pie 

made available to the industry in the annual reports issued 
by the committee for-the years 1952 and 195S. A few names 
were added after the committee's brief Hollywood hearings 
in 1954 and 1955 * * *. 

Needless to write, the above, together with the additional first If! 
pages of the original report to Hutchins, were deleted fngn the 
printed volumes. 

Contrary to the published two volumes, and ( ogl^s testimony, 
we learn that the blacklist consisted of only the lurngwrof Communists, 
those identified under oath as being nitemlmwrof the Communist 
Party. We know that, outside the “HollWwd 10/' none were iden¬ 
tified until 1951; therefore, blacklistill^mrused by the fund, must 
have commenced after the committee's 1951 hearings. 

On October 4, 1951, the Fund for the Republic was authorized by 
the Ford Foundation. The Hoffniun-Hufchins docket to the trustee 
defines the proposed objective of the Fund in language which makes 
pinpointing difficult. The July 1952 docket, however, more closely 
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«u lives at thepoint in both a description of the disease and the pre* 
senption for its cure. Wrote Hoffman-Hutcliins: > 

Since tlie threat to the individual who holds, or is accused 
of holding minority opinions—or in some field, to one who is - ■. ■ 
merely controvei-sial—is the loss of his job, the: Fund could 
try to work out methods by which such persons might be sup¬ 
ported for limited periods. ■{ 

^ ith the actual incorporation of the Fund in December 1952, the 
area became “censorship, boycotting and blacklisting activities by 
private groups. This area, however, was like other! areas of inquiry 
itemized in December, built on ignorance. The Directors in setting 
forth the areas of inquiry admitted that they needed “deeper insight I 
into the many difficult concepts and problems.To obtain this insight 
they proposed a thorough study and investigation to obtain knowledge 
for their own information and as a background for further work. 

( onsidering that, the existence iof communism and: Communist in¬ 
fluence was a major factor in their plans they proposed to undertake ' 
research into the nature and extent of the menace. I • 

. A® enily as April 15)5.1, the directors of the Fund expressed interest 
m infiltration of Communists into private industry including the 
entertainment industries. On June .*10. 1954, 15 months later, the 
director who considered the subject'as urgent in !December 1952 
filially got around to an authorization. The authorization was twin 
jointed in that the study of Communist infiltration was authorized as 
a part of the history of the Communist Party project, while “black¬ 
listing" was referred to President Hutchins'for a recommendation 
In view of Hutchins' position on the subject, of blacklisting,*’ it was 
not surprising when on September 14, 15)54. he recommended the proj¬ 
ect. and tlie directors appropriated $100,000 to carry it forward. 

Without the basic knowledge of the extent of infiltration of the 
entertainment industry, the Fund felt, it would he able to judge em- ; 
ployment practices with respect, to Communists. The Fund had con- I 
ducted no research, yet Hutchins, 1 September 14,1954,recommendation 
to the directors stated: , . 

* " i 

It is an area in which there are many flagrant, eases in 
which persons of undoubted competence have lost their posi¬ 
tions because pf charges, often unfoundecLaboutitheir politi- 

The oujfiions of members of the Communist conspiracy are again j 
onH political. Tlie director proposedrby Hatching was u Boslev J 
Cmj^er, a motion-picture editor Mfthe New York Times.^^^W 
of Hutchins supports s review of the two-volume 

report later published by John ^STeTf^Yr iti ng of j the background ! 
of the study, Jack Gould wrote: 

But Mr. Cogley report is not without a number of faults. 
Primarily, the Fund for the Republic was at a disadvantage 
in sponsoring such a study. Its feelings on blacklisting 
were common knowledge before Mr. (^ogley began his study. 75 

- 1 , s 1 

7% XtMV York Times. July 1, ' v 1 

'I'lie Fund claims it has no documents relating to Cogley‘s replace¬ 
ment, of Bosley Ciowthers. In conversations with the staff of the 
Committee on ITn-American Activities, Fund Counsel Webster was ! 
unable to tell how Cogley was hired or the terms of his employment, j 
But what was the reason Hutchins recommended the blacklisting I 
study? Not to inform the Fund but rather, “an investigation now ! 
of blacklisting in the industries mentioned might lead to changes in 
policy on the part of employers and unions." 76 j 

1,1 Rei-oniinsulations for board section, September 14. 1054. ! 

Test, of political opinions was not only the approach of Hutchins ! 

but, of the project director, Cogley. In the first six pages of his 1 

report to tlid Fund relating to radio and television, Cogley repeatedly 
tied blacklisting into political opinions. This opinion, like his opin¬ 
ions expressed in the deleted foreword of the movie section,, could 

~ 

j 

J. - l 
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have again been the reason for the deletion. Illustrations from thp 
deleted section are as follows: j 

* * * Prior to 11)50, hiring in the radio-TY industry was j 
based largely on talent alone. In rare cases, politics did enter 
the picture—a few sponsors refused to employ certain well- 
known personalities because of their political reputations, 

* * * or when he was avoiding controversy** * *. They 
did this by prechecking the political associations of all 
questionable performers. * * His references to professional 
political consultants, or to some of the larger agencies as¬ 
signing high-ranking executives to the job of political scueen- 
ing. 77 ‘ j 

In spite of the fact that the “political” interpretafi^Tof the Com- 
^munist conspiracy, as held by Hutchins and OdaKSy, were hidden 
from view, several news sources read these interu^rations through the! 
entire two-volume report. When the Cinch\ug8UEInqu irer editorially 
found that the report was an attempT^tS'^Tfirewasn^onimiinism by 
depicting it as another political movement,” 78 it received a letter from 
the Fund. “Nowhere in th^tudy is there a single statement which 
could possibly justify youj/Elescription of the report as ‘an attempt 
to whitewash eommunifcu^oy depicting it as another political move¬ 
ment* ” ™ wrote Micl\a elrHa.rrington on the letterhead of the Fund.! 

17 A report to tltr* president of thp Furnl for tiio Republic. . j 

7i, Th«* Cincinnati Enquirer. Jul> 1, isiflO. , I 

7 “ The Cincinnati Enquirer, July 25, ia5«‘>. * j j 

Harrington, as we know, was Cogley’s assistant, iiater, Elmer Roper j 
wrote the Enquirer setting forth excerpts from editorials favorable! 
to the study. Whether these editorials would have been favorable if I 
the Fund had made all the pertinent facts available, no one knows. 

It is questionable in light of what we found, winch is reproduced! 
hereafter. But irrespective of this can a tax-exempt foundation en¬ 
gage in activities of condemning those who disagree, while commend-' 
ing those agreeing with the Fund. j . I 

The Motion Picture Herald, a trade publication expressed its views] 
editorially on the two-volume report in its issue jof dune 80, 1956.] 
While the entire editorial should be considered foij an understanding 
of its editor's views, we shall touch only on that portion which charges! 
a hin&on the part of Cogley. “Mr. Cogley's report in many instances 
is ‘neutral against 5 wlmt the industry has done and is doing,” said! 
the editor of Motion Picture Herald. “His views!were known frhenj 
he was selected for the job for which he had no| other noteworthy 1 
qualifications,” the editor concluded on Cogley’s background, 

Hutchins in recommending the project stated there were “many 
flagrant cases” yet the printed two-volume report jdoes not list them 
unless we are talking about identified members of the Communist] 
Party. Jack Gould in his review which appeared in the July 1,1956, / 
Times found that: i 

s ! 

the report takes recourse too much in undocumented and i 
anonymous material; damaging allegations are'made against | 

specific persons without substantiating evidence. In at least 
two instances, Mr. Cogley *s reportinicl not ask those who were 
damned for their version of a specific incident 80 



I 


of the Fund show in releasing 
covered this conference for 


the j 
the ] 
the 1 


80 New York Times, July 1 . 1050 . 

A press conference wa 
two-volume report. 

New York Times. IfrflTs^story on June 25, 1956,! be deals with 
report contents and its factuality. Lissner wrote: s 

However, Mr. Cogley in a prepublication interview con¬ 
ceded that his report contained not only factual statements 
but also judgments, interpretation, and conclusions. But he j 
explained that he had tried to keep nonfactual material to a 
minimum. > j i 

How much nonfactual material was needed to 'make the printed i 
two-volumes conform with views of Hutchins and Cogley. The 
AFL-CIO News of July 21, 1956, contains an article, Fund for Re- 

. | 
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l4t,l?^ ,0n W1,C . h re,ates to nonf actunl material. Wrote Paul 

To representatives of a union adversely effected'by the re- ' 
port, .a Fund employee who helped draft, the document has I 
vei bally acknowledged several important, errors of fact on 
one page of volume No 1 and has ottered to correct them in 
an affidavit This makes one wonder if there could he so 
many factual errors on just 1 page, how many errors are there 

in the rest of the 312-page report ? j. 

nS n rr! he ob, * ecti . ve t a<:ts tbe committee subpenaed John Cogley. 
r»! nf^!i ™ cbs . we received, were those contained in the two-volmiie 

rn!wc ,(,p0rt ' Tbe fi,cts " e, T evlf,ent, V in tlie possession of John 
Cogley s anonymous sources, the “faceless informers" of the Fund 

e? ent o^Tmd 0 ; To .l )erm ' f ." s to investigate a id determine the true 
extent of employment practices, we asked John Coglev to identify 
these individuals spread through his two volumes and identified only 
by their occupation^ In two cases we were successful. Tn all others^ 

rt, rt Te re h P «° nded ’ • V » ' eporter to name smS 

that lie has piomised should remain confidential.’’ Coglev asked 

, h . e required to name sonrcesiand member's of, the 
n nittee, feeling his status comparable to other newspaper reporters 

eSSion ^ IT "T"* r U T S - Congressman Jacklon noted in 
exception to Ins position when lie stated: 

T think a distinction should l>e made as between a working 1 
member of a free American press respectinir the source of his i 
information and one who compiles a work, is paid for tlie 
compilation of that work, and the work is done for a founda¬ 
tion which is granted certain privileges by the Federal 
* Government, from a tax standpoint. , 

The committee conducted additional investigations. After estab- 
islung by evidence that Cogley s status was not that of an independent 
join nalist but, was closely allied to a private investigator who in vest i- 
K e fo a ,'T 1 - reP e 0rtS t0 A ] " S emp,< ? Ve '’ the committe issued a subpena call- 

inef foi him to nrnducp ntti'fum rl Ann11 1 o • j i t 


•. , nowever, in this lei 

press, lie declared his position. Wrote Cogley:' 

but I will answer no more questions about anything I have 
written and published I will not supply von with theXu ' 

ments you demand. Cogley *s position, he claimed, was based 
on the fact, that he prepared this book as a|free journalist 
living m a free country. 1 J ,,n “ ,1!5C , 

J3£ committee after Coglev’s refusal asked the Fiind for the Fe- 
public fm the documents. This was a project of the Fuiid itself 

for th'e Renubbc "tk T Jo JT Co ^ le .'„ w 1 e, ' e employees of the Fund 
tor the Republic. This has been certified by the Fund in its with¬ 
holding tax returns concerning employees of the! Fund. Yet when 

S;“ lttee r i e w e u! C tbe mterviews conducted I by the Funds em¬ 
ployees. Counsel Webster responded : | 

“I emphasized again that the Fund does not have ponses- ~ 

f °n ‘* n .y of the confidential material on which Mr. Cogley 
based Ills report.” 81 ■> 


letter to comm it top. tin tod .Tnlj 2, 1057. 

Counsel Webster while stating that, the Fund has no documents I 

t0 t la - ei V |),0 - y ' 1lent .o f Co £ ,e .V, claimed that Coglev was em'- 

J lso i erti , fi^ , l ,,e,Ul , e, ' t r ,n! '. list ’* Cogley. i>!> testhnony before 
us, <iIso testified he was hired as a journalist. Being a journalist was I 

committee f r n ; fl,s 1 m £ to P ,0(iut '» fl >e document subpenaed by the 
cCTl Co ? ,ey bas F lven tbe Government, at least three descrin- 

^r e ach with Ti7hT nt y t l he Fund - 9 ne befo, e tbe committee and 
one each AMth his filing of tax returns for 1054 and 11)55: lu 1954^ 

he listed his position, as a “Consultant, to the Fund for the Republic" 

Inc 1 ” 00 ’ aS an Edltoil “ Consultant to the Fund for the Republic, 
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If in truth he were hired as a journalist, Cogley’s contract reservi 
for him no right to publish his findings free from the wishes of 
Fund. 'Not untihMay-1955 did the officers authorize John Cqglei 
write a book on the project, findings. By November 1955, thel 
of the Fund and John Cogley had signed a contract with £ 

ish the book. By mid-November, by mutual agree- 
<f>ent, the contract to. publish was canceled. ! A report ,of the Fund 
states as the reason for cancellation a decision “not to release the 
report at that time.” , • ; ■ 

In all of these negotiations, tlie board of directors were officially 
silent. Not until January 1956, did the directors consider handling 
the findings of Cogley's investigation of blacklisting: Its end pro<f- 
' net was a two-volume report entitled “Political Blacklisting.” Both 
volumes were marked: “A Report to the President of the Fund for 
,the Republic.” The board minutes of January (>, 1956, reflects the 
following consideration of blacklisting':' ! . . | 

There followed a discussion of possible methods of ban-! 
toing the report on blacklisting in the entertainment indus-' 
try, 'prepared under the direction of John Cogley. It was 
agreed that the temporary information; committee of the' 
board would prepare recommendations on handling of this 
report, and that, counsel would examine the report, from the 
point, of view of possible legal liability. ^The board will then 
receive copies of the report, and the committee's recom¬ 
mendations. - , i 

On February 15, 1050, Ropers information committee recoin men fl a- 
tion to print, .the report, .was approved by tlie board. Two points 
are clearly evident, by this action. First, tlie officers permission to 
Cogley to write a book on the project findings, together with the 
contract, signed with Simon & Schuster to publish, were without: ap¬ 
proval of the board of directors of the Fund. Secondly, it is clearly 
implied by the action taken by the board that, tlie findings, including 
the method of release, if any, was the sole responsibility of the board. 
Had the board voted .not to make public the project findings, Cooler 
would have had no legal redress against the Fund. ' 

Even the manner of release and content was the board decision. 
Appioved by tlie board was the Roper committee recommendations— 

, Tlie report should*be reduced in length,!but not to such a 
decree as to omit significant, detail or impair its usefulness 
as « serious, objective treatment of the problem. He [Roper] 
added that in process of revision careful consideration should I 
* be given to all statements bearing on the identity or reputa¬ 
tion of persons referred to, the elimination of names not re- i 
mured for understanding, and of course, the accuracy of I 
facts stated * * *. J ' 

Fven the fragmentary evidence reported above makes a lie of the 
claim of both the Fund and John Ooglev relative to his employment 
as an “independent journalist. 5, ‘ s * i 

Let. us now return to John Cogley and his report to the president, 
i i tj i !U1< ^ * ec ^ e ^ version of the report, bis two-vol ujine 
book. Both reports revolve around the blacklist and the clearance 
men. Both are painted as evil by anonymous sources of information. 

Y e hav ? veh'ted Cogley’s findings of what constituted a blacklist in 
tlie movie industry, as set forth iii the deleted section of that volume 
Jn a deleted section of the radio, TV volume,jthe blacklist and the 
clearance men also are mentioned. Writing that, “indeed, it is im¬ 
possible to speak of a blacklist.” Coglev sets forth the sources checked 
to determine an entertainer's employability. To,determine (his Cogley 
states that all empta^ing agencies used the same procedure: 

A politici^lieck is made on prospective employees.' iwtially 


, -.... made on prospective employees,' 

by spinier the. Daily Worker, the reports of t 
Un-Ain^ican Activities Committee, the Tenne 


House 


~ i hr T ^ uiimimoc, uic j ■iiiibv y opmriPA,, 

w The kind of evi(1 ence^cons i<( efed re 1 evant 

"WTrwmperslnp in various leftwing organizations (some listed > 
by the Attorney General, some cited by Federal or State 


i 


i 


! 
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J£ 'v„“Sm,!nmi 1 5? ,,, ' ieS th ? *~f* ~ . I 

\ VI ' lle statuiff that, blacklisting is still carried'on in the industry 

» . . ■■* 

< P * jss ■ :• 

. one agency or another, this or that network or packager 
though they are blacklisted elsewhere. fe 

|Vhat a striking variance from the condition portrayed in the nub-' 

util ii' e £’'.i.:.t ,"S'l‘° <,iir ? re »‘ 

%xSzi,&&%xr* w In - ^JlSsss 

I».. hn .v. y a « k 1 ist,in K "' n . s institutionalized, a system of “re- 
abilitation was developed. It was presided over by an ! 
informal “board of directors" ! « . * 

Was the Fund's complaint against the rehabilitation of Communists*! 
will L? ml °/ d '™* or » ° f tl,e 'ehabilitators were (identified as “men 
11 H }?” " t( V' their anticonnnumsm, usually adherents of the politi- 
f * " ou ^ ( ? appear that the Fund's complaint centered 

around something entirely different from blacklisting. This must be 

mcrcIv'iTin e M m f lnm>r 1,0tl : V T' HmS of ( Vleyi's report'we learn 
V., 1 ; ^ i * i lt ljl; ' ck ' lstm £ "as the denial of employment to only a few 
. lclua JL s 1 "idustry wide andJftis constituted institutionalized black¬ 
list mg. Clearance men became individuals known jfor their anticom-, 
miinism and who were engaged in rehabilitating Communists: 

ot ; ,er d,i,,, f?« s w^niadein the published.version to detract! 
horn the clearance in|njXI lie published version deleted from the de- i 
script,on of-hirniitomii, director of American Legion put* 
heat ions, and '^^^m1^fmize<U,y the Fund as a clearance man: 

• I ?«i*? l TS d / "‘ ith distinction iurthe Mexican border campaign 
in l.Mb-l< (as a member ohfhe 1st New Hampshire Infan- j. 

!!•> \\ V* World Har I (nsuKn infantryman commissioned in 1 

the held) and m WorlM 'W^ir II (in the Southwest Pacific as 
speend assistant t o doh^-^nlli van. Assistant Secretary for 
Air). For a t.irnel ‘Itewaroh^fthe most highly respected I 
cops in the United States. When O'Neil was chief of police 
in Manchester, N. H., the city won national attention for the > 
high caliber of its law enforcement, v 

I he other Legion official: tagged as a clearance man was-LeeJ^^J. 
nmgoin Delefwl from the description of Pennington -wereffioseT 
Ifgtrr? orTiackground which proved false the characterization of him 
by the b und. In the deleted portion we read: . ! 

Pennington’s original appointment as director of the 
Americanism commission (he stepped down to'the assistant 
director post in September 1955) was an effort, in the opinion . 
of many who follow legion politics, to improve! the Legion's 
always precarious public relations. His predecessor, a man 
named Karl Haarslag, had been widely criticized for being 
altogether too rigid imd inflexible in establishing the tests of 
Americanism. It is rumored, too, that many of the com- i 

mission s supporters felt that Haarslag, like the stormy junior I 

Senator from \v isconsin, was given to causing m'ore stir than 
''as really necessary. In any event, professional observers • , 
from other pressure groups in Washington—among them 
groups which take a dim view of many of the Legion’s activi- ! 
tics—credit I ennmgton with infinitely more restraint than 
Ins predecessor showed. * * * * 1 j 

Pennington served in France during the First 8 World War ' ! 
and was seriously wounded in the Argonne Forest. Before i 
joining up, he had been graduated a mechanical:engineering 
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major from the Univer sityjp f Maryla nd_ After the war he 

went hack to the^ir^H*^^ accounting, and 

joined the FBI. He speaks of his military experience with a 
note of bitterness, like many of the fairly select group who 
were sent overseas during that war sum paid a high price^for 
what turned out Urbe a short-1 ivedipeace. ( 

Running comber to tlie bitter dfreak, however, is a strong 
sentimenta Ho# \/f ! ' 


Even Vincentjftartnett sind ^ a^Ja ^reiW w 1 1 o received the majority 
of the mentasclest^ranee men, luid a side of their 

character deleted. In the deleted portions we find this description 
of Hartnett: ‘ 1 


Since then he hasjafecome a key figure in the blacklist con- I 
troversy and degenbed himself as a “supervisor of produc- j 
tions” at-^A^sT But peoplejrfho worked there at the time t 
remembetTTniTWan assistan^Birector. Among other duties, I 
Hartnett was in charge oOTgetting permission to use names 
and stories on ‘Kxan^^^ig^ from various police depart- i 
ments. ^ i 

Some of Hartnett’s fellow workers recall him as an in- j 
tensely serious, rather, humorless, highly industrious worker. 

In the gregarious and normally extroverttatmosphere of show 
business he was widely regarded as somewhat strait-laced 
and puritanical. i ] 

He spent long horn's at his desk. One person remembers 1 
an occasion when he became quite indignant because a vulgar 
remark was made in a lady's presence. Hartnett still gives j 
the impression of being utterly serious and nervously intent 
. bn doing the work he has cut out for himself. | 

The treatment of .lack Wren was similar except the deleted item 
related more directly to the subject of inquiry. This reference, which 
related to the first president of the Fdftd, Clifford Case, reads: j 

Wren gets credit for a numbered Herculean feats of what | 
has been called “consent engineering." It may be supposed ■ 
that rumor in many cases lf$s outstripped fact. Yet Wren i 
did, presumably with B. B.JX jc O . approval, if not assign¬ 
ment, maneuver New Mersey Senator Clifford Case’s public 
relations in 11)54 election when Case's campaign was threat¬ 
ened by charges that his sister had once been associated with 
Communist causes. ; 



Truthful facts were deleted when the Fund portrayed the clearance- 
men in roles cast by the Fund. False items were used in the printed 
version to build a sinister reputation for them. ! Many of the items, 
alleged to be factual, were proven false during the committee's hear¬ 
ings. Hereafter we shall expose as false additional Fund alleged 
facts, which were used by them to attack the character of those whom 
the Fund chose to call'“clearance-men.” To do this, we must again 
review Cogley's position before the committee. We must also try t!p 
determine, the reason behind his position. Was it to protect his 
confidential sources, or was it to protect his misrepresentations of tlie 
facts, oi* w as it a combination of both ? 

We shall first examine the truthfulness of his claim before the 
committee that the only reason individuals were identified by their 
occupation rather thfm name, was because of confidential assurances 
which he of Fundremployees gave, not to divulge their identity. 
First, let/s meugiy compare the report to Hutchins with tlie^pub- 
Jished twp volumes. In volume 1, page 181, we find a reference to ii 
letter '^ittqh^)y “Z. Z.” In the report “Z. Z.” is fully identified a[s 
Burt yfincasfer. ^ In volume 1, page 184, we find! a referenafp to “one 
HcdjwWd stir." In the report, the star is ulentifiedJns I)anny 
KaV3^ In volume 1, page 144, we And a reference to “B.,^jTpromhl^^S’^ 
' chflrfftcter actor/’ In the report, “B” is identifiedj as Whit BeselL^Jm 
volume 1, page 152, we find a reference to “an executive iiYtli&Kfimier 
Co.” In the report, the executive is identified as George Glnffe | 

Also in volume 1, page 146, is a reference to “X. Y., r a prominent 
dramatist and scriptwriter.” Not only does the published volume 
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conceal the name, but by the addition of the wo/'d “typical* 5 changed 
the entire meaning from that contained in the^eport. As published, 
the paragraph reads on page 146: 

A typical if especially difficult 
prominent dramatist and scriptw 
of the largest, the “expert* 5 , Roy M. 

This same pyftgraph in the~'original repocj/to Hutchins reads? 

- . One ofJme most difficult cases was tlVr of the prjgriinent I 

radicvm^tion picture writer Nor ni.a\yiiu Ttte studio 
wa s MGM, t he “expey *’ was Roy ^TTTtiewer. 1 j ' 

In voTurmTS^page 4Jf ive find a refereitfe to^^ 4 witness.” In tlie 
report the witness is^clentified as WelboimVTCelley. In volume 2, 
page 170, we find Reference to “J. H* 5, »frr$fie>-report, “J. H/* is 
identified' us^Judy JpppllidayV Also, in .volume 2, page 118, we fin'd 
a reference *i*etor:~arrhis actor, according to the published 

volume, had been solicited^Sy Jack Wren “for alletter attesting that 
he had helped the porloj^ier exonerate himself/*- The report identi¬ 
fies the actor as LutheiVvdler. We shall show that not only is the ac- 
custation that letter from Adler false but that the 

Fund had no evidence upon which to make tlie charge, excepting 
hearsay. j j 

le published volume withhold identifies, it with- 
reflected directly on the extent of. Communist activity 
; it related to an individual or tlie Communist Party 
In volume 2, page 145, reference is made tOgAUaii 
E‘. S loAre s testimony before the committee in January 1954. We 

% argue about the Fund's interpretation of Sloane/s testi¬ 
mony—“that the actual Communists in the industry, though dedi¬ 
cated and active, were few at all times*’—we desire only to print here 
a portion deleted from the published volume in order to document the 
propaganda nature of the published reports: 1 

Slonne himself was in contact with the leaders of the Com- ! 
munist faction and his testimony indicates no great numerical 
strength. It does, however, give the picture of an extreme j 
dedicated and active group of Communists at work in the | 
talent unions. ; 

Further information on party activity can be gained from 
various articles which have appeared in the Daily Worker. | 
These, of course, were never very specific as to names, but 
they do show that the party tried to create a Jwide periphery 
for itself and was concerned with building up an effective 
Communist bloc in radio. Anti-Communists,in the industry 
got the same impression. 

In dealing withjliose individuals whom the Fund cried were vic¬ 
tims of the blacklist, they pointed to the background of tlie individuals 
as a method of condemning their inability to obtain employment. In 
doing this, th/Fund presented only a portion of the facts. They 
omitted thos^ructs which would possibly justify the individuals’ non-! 
employnteufin the entertainment industry. Typical is the case of 
JMttUiren. In devoting a page to this former radio 
OTnTHPPITmrror, The published volume permitted him to tell how lie 
was fired in September 1947 because he had “followed a CIO line/ 1 
This firing could not have been on the basis of anjantilabor policy of 
his station because, at the time lie was fired, Holmgren was sponsored 
by the A. F. of L. The Fund left his real background and reason’ 
for his being fired hidden from the public it was supposed to educate. 
Tlie published version did not report that Holmgren had been a wit-i 
ness before the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee on October 9,1 
1952. It further did not report that Holmgren invoked the fifth 
amendment in refusing to answer questions relating to his C<; 

Party membership, or that his Communist Party card was reprodut 
in the printed transcript which was made public by tlie subcomimfteeJ 

CogTey’s claim that he cannot divulge source because of confidential 
assurance which he and the Fund employees gave those m^rviewedl 
is a lie, provable as such, by Cogley himself. 

Magagk>»4ioiKlucted an investigation of the Funds two-volume re- 
port on blacklisting. The results of its investigation were printed! 
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in two articles which appear in its issues of! November 23 and De¬ 
cember 7, 1956: Many illustrations, of misstatements, errors; or de¬ 
liberate misrepresentations were uncovered By the editor of AAM 
and were set forth in the articles. On December 17, 195(5, John 
Cogley wrote the editor of AAM. The letter followed several con¬ 
versations and constituted a transmittal of documents which Cogley 
* felt would support his position on some point jin conflict. What did 
Cogl^y transmit with thisjetter of December 17? Notliing less than 
documents which identified additional anonymous individuals from 
P**^®*® volumes'on blacklisting. - These were some of same indi- 
.^3 j 3 whom he under oath, before £he committee in July l|95(L 
^med that he could not identify because he had given them v con- 
naentia] assurances. Also transmitted were \documents which! the 
Committee on Un-Anierican Activities subpoenaed in April 1957. 
f? 1 ?^ do f U T' lt , S were su ^l^SW«d only after the committee leagued 
that Cogley had suppliedji&mnents to AAM' In addition, when it 
learned, that Cogley hac^ffered to the editor: , k< This is all 1 have! for 
now. Hut there is \jwe material, boxes and boxes of it, which can 
be made available. 5 !^ I 1 


“.Letter to> KobertT). Stnart. Deceniber 17. 1050. 



that he'lmd given assurances, 
n . over to the editor of AAM. 
igation of blacklisting, Cogley'ob- 
orton, senior editor of the magazine 
^by Cogley from Horton we 


To 

let us examine two document 
Iu. the course of the Funds in 
tnined a document from ^hili 

1 l ll 1« R ' e K 0rt ® 1 ’; Tlle docimM. „ y v,„f; lcy ..tmoil we 

shall call, as does Horton, the Fairfield notes. ,These were raw miles 
and, as Horton advised Cogley in a letter of Deceniber 27, 1056. “1 
do recall stressing the fact we had never undertaken to check hack 
the accuracy of the memorandums either witli Fairfield himself, or 
n ith other soufees. Horton complained to Cogley oil several occa¬ 
sions.about both, usiijg the notes without verifying the accuracy of 
their contents and showing them to those outside the Fund. After 
*I n ftssiu''nig-Horton he had shown the document to no one outside 
the bund, Cogley finally wrote Hoyton on Deceniber 17, 195(5, after 
having shown the document to the editor of AAM. Wrote Cooler 
with respect to assurance not to divulge: 

^ on will recall that although I assured you 1 had not shown 
the material to anyone, I made no promise at that time that 
I would not, I have no desire to show it to | anyone but when 
, my reticence is used against" me as it was in the A A story 
I am given no choice. The same goes for other material in ' 
my possession. * * * , 



thi^w|th Cogley s sworn testimony that he had given his 
sources ass u ran ce^rha^t hey would remain anonymous. 

Cogley used the Fairfield notes in hlis^ublished two volumes with¬ 
out even checking tffilfWfflfield, terfFaiithor, The notes were used 
to first establish FredJV^faaw^ eporter for the New York World 
telegram and clearance man. They were used 

secondly to report faWThappenings involving hijack Wren. The pub- 
1 | d afterJfescribing Wren as one of the top clearance mem 
set forth how he%fa blown his top" because*consideration was being 
given to , Ajbe£L£i»§t«jt ,eiHlorsiiig Lucky Strike cigarettes. Even 
though EiffsTSfiiwas ;rpi]>e, and not a cigarette smoker, the Fairfield 
notef contained tins statement regarding Wren : 

) * after B. B. D. been asked! to submit a list 

I ,of 20 unusual namesJWiey would like to see endorsing Luckv 
Strikes, Wre ’ 

■ Bobert Qpp 

■ Cogl^Hijsofiirmslied"thfr editor of AAM with Fund employee 
Lngberg s interview with Jack Wren, and Fund, employee Davis’ 
interv^w with Luther Adler. Tliese documents, together with the 
Adler letters to Wren, have been obtained by subpena. The back- 
giound for Cogley’s submission of these interviews was as follows: 


^tiiey would like to see endorsing Lucky 
flown his top upon finding such names as 
^ Alfred [Albert] Kinstein, etc. * * 
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In the puIWsbeu volumes, Cogley utilized the periured testimony of j 
Harvey MuWisow to establish the existence of a blacklist.. Volume 2; 

xv testified that “he helped Wren set up a similar] 
list (blacklist,)/’ It further reported that Wren, to overcome the 
Matusow charges, “got together with a batch of letters certifying his 
fairness in judging blacklist cases/’ For example, claimed the pub-i 
lished report, ‘die solicited an actor, a Fed Channel's listee, for a.letter! 
attesting that he had helped the performer exonerate himself/' ] I 
Advertising Agency magazine, in the course of its investigation,' 
identified the actor as Luther Adler, a task which would have been! 
unnecessary if Adler's name had not been deleted'bv the Fund. Its} 
editor interviewed Adler, who denied furnishing Wren a letter asi 
described in the published report. ; 

Therefore, Coglev, who refused to make these documents available 
to the committee, furnished them to the editor of AAM. Tn sub¬ 
mitting the interviews, Coglev observed in connection with the Wren 
interview, “You will note he* admitted asking Adler to write the 
letter and actually showed it to Fngberg. This is’the letter he denies! 
he ever requested/’ 1 | 

Tn connection with the interview with Adler, Cogley wrote: 

You will note thaff Adler speaks of writing the letter and U 
reaffirms that Wmi asked for it. According]to your story, 

Adler now denial that he was ever asked to write it. 

The Fngberg nWmornnduni reports first on statements jnac^Tabout 
Wren by Arn old Forster^ identified with the! Anti-Defmnatim^ 
League. M f l^l'Hngberg: i w*—* 0 * 

\Vmb obviously had been in some trouble; with his own i 
agency as a result of H. Matusow’s testimony in New .York’s 1 
Federal court back on February 15jp[1955]. In the course of - { 
testifying on a motion for retujfil of 1 ft" conyicted second- f j 
string Communist leaders, ALjrusow had said that early in 
11)0*2 he had helped Wren s<^nip a blacklist of* radio and TV I 
personalities, and charactered Wren as B. B. T). & O/s nfan * | 
in charge of security nnd^clea ranee. Forster guessed all this ! 
from a call he had g^ttTfrom Luther Adler, the actor, whom 
Forster hand helped rlear and had through Wren placed on I 
the United St;d cs_SteelTh^eGn i 1 (1 of the. Air. Adler, i 
undeT^lfffitfWffly^^ from"Forster what' 

was up. Forster suggested that what Wren wanted was some v j 
sort of testimonial that he. Wren, could use to protect himself 1 
against the inevitable charge that he was blacklisting people 1 
indiscriminately. Adler, according to Forster, then called 
Wren and was asked for a letter thanking Wren for having ! 
cleared him * :: *. , * ' 

Fngberg, armed with the advice of Forester that, Adler had called 
Wren and was then asked by Wren for a letter, then interviewed 
Wren. Fngberg reported that Wren had one letter from Adler; 
Without even requesting permission to read the letter, he further] 
reported: ! 

Sure enough, he produced Adler's letter thanking him for 
having helped his clearance, and just as inevitably. 1 asked j 

him whether he hq^f"solicited the letter. He allowed as how j 

he had, but (hatdfhat didn't make any difference, because he 
should have gotten the letter anyway, and actors were some- | 
timesjmgpfeful people. • I 

IT a rr iet wavis interviewed Luther Adler and this is what she 
repoi1 1 e interview: . I 

v 1 

He said that Wren had “helped” him and asked him re- 1 
cently “did I help?” and Adler replied in the affirmative. At , 

this point, as I recall after publication of the Matusow book, j 

Wren himself ’needed help. Wren asked Adler to help him, I 

k *if you feel like helping me'’ and Adler did. He wrote a 
letter indicating that Wren was of assistance'to him, and so i 
forth. (Fd L^^berg] bus detailed information about \ 

this.)** 



83 Inti»mewo<l notob, May 20, 1955 
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Sometime after the memorandum 'of interview was typed* there was 
added to'the first sentence the words “in writing? 5 Harriet Davies did* 
not see the copy of a letter to. Wren, even though" her memorandum 
reproduces the text of many letters. 'The circumstances undeif which 
Matusow made his charges are now evemin variance, i • f 

This,* however, was the basis for the big case which, the "Fund land, 
Cogley built around Matiisow and Wren. The-evidence is bf course 
the letter itseif, but the Fund employees were not interested in the 
best evidence. J ‘j _ \ / r 

The letter itself, .which was the only letter received by Wren after 
February 15, 1955, speaks for, the accuracy ! of :the Fund's report 
louder than any additional comments by the committee.. The lottery 
dated February 24, 1955, reads : . j ' 

" ’ Luther Adler, 850 Seventh Avenue/ 1 

- , New York\Citft, February 

Mi*. Jack ‘Wren, ' ! •* * ~ [ V ';« •' * I , 

Batten, Barton, puratinc & Oftbitrn, lnc.\ ■ 5 . - 1 

383 Madison A vc., 'New York. j’ ; 

Dear Jack : More than a year has passed since I came to you and T quite frankly- 
told you, I didn’t know exactly whjfc l seemed to be locked out of my profession. 

At that time, you very kindly reviewer my case and u|hen yon found and showed 
me certain allegations which I assured you were utterly false, you generously 
assisted me in disproving those allegations.^ You may remember, I did thislwith 
substantial documentary irrefutable evidence which I later forwarded to the 
proper authorities, in Washington. {% t j 

Immediately (thereafter, doors seemed to open "and as n. result of our interest 
and "cooperation i secured several important engagements,: Studio 1, Theatre. 
Guild, the opening show on General Electric and one or two others. ’ , it . 

However/Jock, for the last months I again seem to he locked*out of TV. 
My agent and others tell me that there seems to he some'pressure exerteda^ainst 
me—not as much as before, ( hut some, which is keeping me' out. Lawopldn’t 
bother yon at this time if it weren’t for (i) T seem ; to have nV^nternative, 
(2) I again have no way of tracing^the source from 1 which thisJ^ffn is" coming, 
and (M) I don’t feel that artistically or professionally I can u^sihly Represent * 
a burden to you. Since I cannot afford Aiodesty at th4 m^nent—I must'tell 
you that I not only received excellent press indices for itarm.v work but I also 
received two letters from; the president of the, Amer ican wroiideastiiig Co. com¬ 
plimenting me for my work and welcoming me | 

And so,,.lack, since yon were a good friend to,ine before when others did not 
extend themselves so freely, be a/good friend again, please. You must know how 
grateful I am and shall always be.^*- j £ ' /T' 

Sincerely yours, . , ] "Jr . ' ' l | 

, * i , 1 , \ , * - t ] \k Jp /s/ Luther. f 

1 Cogley also, furnished to the editor of AAM aldocument whicKhs^ 
described As “a running “account of the Sidney Xyimet case. 5 - T§!hs 
encompasses mainly copies of documentl^B^ffleSjrom the^Blojk^ 
Drug Co., which sponsored the television show, Danger, of which 1 
'tfhtrTeTTviimet was the director. In order tb understand the docu¬ 
ments, itis necessary to retrnm to the published report. * I \ x 

On page 63 of published^olume II, in a section'clealing with clear¬ 
ance at Cohin^a Broad^ting System’, there |is dealt with the case of 
u a direS^qC^Ti^ftif^^ffefNsgf^feRSpsSsphet^ according to the docu-„ 
lhents Cogley furnished the editor of AAM. ., Cogley has by j how 
identified another individual whom he testified before the committee 
he couldn't. The facts as reported on page 63 relating to Sidney 
Lumet read: f i ^ I 


rv' f 
- , m* 


4*4 


In mprease, a director was signed for a show and actually 
use^s^Subsequently, there were protests from Laurence 
Joh^onin Syracuse. \Tohhsojr had been told bvtiarve^ 
^PHFrfffreS^^that the directories a Communist^ Matusow 
claimed he had seen him j^rpart-y meetings. Meetings were 
arranged^between tlie teoiisor, some prominent “anti-Comj 
inng% SoKols ky and . Yictor^Kiesel of the 
clears! papers, Matul^^WSfT^the dir^^P*ffi^rfftlstSon. As 
soon as he met the director face to face, j Matusow admitted 
he had named the wrong man. Nevertheless, it was impossible' 
to obtain a clear-cut retraction, from those who published 
the charge. '■ j 

A show became “tough” after a number of mistakes^^^fe 
made and protests mounted. Political screenip^^lfsrriore 
careful then, and those who could work |on ^fe^nTshows for 
the same network could not be used. “Danger” fell into this 
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Tse of| “Danger” a threat 
tee of_ S yracuse h ad been 
re 


category, so did “J ustice.” 
from the ** 
enough to* 
necessaiy. 

Sidney Lumet was the almost permanent} "director of the show 
“Danger”. The protest made against “Danger” was based on I the 
number of Communist. Party members cast in its productions. With 
respect to the-“political” screening by the Bljock Drug Co. after “a 
threat from ^the,Veterans Action Committee of Syracuse * * let's 
look at page 47 of volume'2. Written in a chapter Coglev created to 



rain discussed. Wwfes (’oglcy: 
y me lit. record indi- 


witli 


left. wingj 


stress his impartially^“Danger’ 

* * * then^fre shows whej 
cates a constant use of n 

In 1950-6 lf“T)anger” usAdfl)erforriVPs likeJ^e^riui^vjVl 
' ris Onrnflwsky, AJ^ir Mimson, Lou JPolan,aVdlnplv* 
iEWSff^S^fVnndind others ^vho^have Ke - 

the right wing * * *. j 

“Leftwing” and “antagonistic to the rightwing” must be intended 
to mean Communist. Party members. As the [printed, sworn record 
reflects, Carnovsky, Munson, Polaii, Randolph'and Sullivan were! all 
identified Communists, a fact known to Cogley. All had appealed 
before the committee and refused to answer questions relative to their 
Communist Party membei^hip. This was also 1 known to Cogley eyen 
though he chose the phrase “antagonisticto the rightwing.” Lee 
(rrant refused to answer questions relating to lier affiliations with the 
Communist Party after the release of the published volume. | 
Lawrence Johnson's .protest, was based on the, facts found by Cogley 
“a constant use of people associated with the jleft wing.” Johnson, 
however, called them by their true name; namely, Communist Party 
members. Johnson's complaint against Lumet was because'as (di¬ 
rector he was casting known Communists. The Matusow item also 
varies from Cogley's report. Matusow did not tell Johnson Lumet 
was a Communist. What Matusow did tell 'Johnson, as reflected 
by the Block Drug Co. records which were made available to a Fund 
employee, was “a photograph in Life magazine of Mr. Lumet re¬ 
sembled an individual who 1 knew to be a member of the Communist 
Party.” 84 *"' This was the reason for the confrontation. Yet on this 


R ‘ Matusow letter adilressed to Block Drug Co . November 21,11)52 

point, the published report erroneously places George Sokolskyjin 
attendance. j 

In conducting its investigation, the Block Drug Co. incurred ex¬ 
penses. Their tile reflects the nature of these expenses. The hugest 
' expenditure was to reimburse an individual w;ho was brought into 
the case by Arnold Forster, the announced public relations expert of 
Cogley's published report. Jn connection with the expenses paidlto 
th is individual, the Block Drug records indicated without verification 
that he had in turn made,monetary advances 1 to other individuals. 
Without making a single inquiry, Cogley made anonymous references 
to the alleged transaction as a footnote item in volume 1. The com¬ 
mittee has investigated this alleged money transaction. All individ¬ 
uals, including officers of the Block Drug Co., from whom all records 
were subpenaed, were interrogated. No individual received any 
money except the individual introduced into the case by Arnold 
Forster. 

Wrote Cogley in the footnote on page 130, volume 1: j 

When, not long ago. another newspaperman in the East accepted a generous 
check from a radio-television sponsor as a “token of appreciation" for helping 
out in a “clearance” case, Sokolsky was deeply disappointed. He told the 
sponsor in no uncertain terms that he thought his colleague was out of line 
in accepting such a “token.” His disappointment must, h«\Q been compounded 
when he learned that the colleague claimed lie hioke down the four-figure 
“token” into smaller “tokens” and sent them around to 1 other “clearance" men, 
in order to create good will for the company. | 

Not only was the false information used in the published report, 
but., again, without any attempt to verify, the information was pointed 
up in the transmittal to the editor of A AM. >“1 have withheld jit 
up until now,’' wrote Cogley, “because I did not want to involve the 


i 
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people named in it in a sensational affair/’ [ This noble gesture was 
concluded with the reasoning “but I have now reached the point 
where such consideration no longer moves me. What was Colley’s 
reason for bringing to the attention of the editor of A AM the alleged 
-money transaction?/ Tt was intended to serve two purposes. One was 
to indict Karl Baarslag as a clearance man,' and, second, to establish 
a motive for the committee's hearing into blacklisting. In this con* 
nection Cogley wrote: , 1 

Karl Baarslag, now staff member of the House Committee 
s on Un-American Activities, was at the time a director of the 

Americanism commission of the American Legion. Mr. 

' Baarslag did the investigating preceding the Fund hearings 
last summer,. 

The editor of Advertising Agency magazine sought verification of 
the representations made by Cogley. His inquiry of the Block’ Drug 
• Co. was answered by letter dated January 10, 15)f>7: 

Our file was opened to Mr Copley'** representative in tnmplete confident e for 
the purpose of background understanding oiil\, not for actual use For pood 
and sufficient reasons, we asked fm and ie<ened a plodpe that what was learned 
from it would he kept inviolate Those reasons still'ohtain 

, I do not understand why Mr Copley permitted you to see this material in 
' contravention to his pledge to us 

A copy of this letter was sent to Cogley on the same date. Wrote 
the Block Drug Co.: 

The attached letters speak for themselves 1 

I want to say further that we are deeply distmbed bv the apparent violation 
of the understanding that we had as to the confidential nature of the mateiial 
that we showed you. I 

Tt took Cogley until January ill, 1057, to respond to the letter of 
January 10. Was he sorry for breaking his agreement with the Block 
Drug Co.? He was not. Taking a stand similar to his position with 
Mr. Horton, lie denied the agreement. Wrote Cogley: 

It is ironic now' to find that T have become the villain of tlie- 
piece, and that for breaking a supposed promise T never actually 
made. 

The evidence set forth above proves beyond doubt that John Cogley 
in appearing before the committee in July 1050 gave deceitful tes¬ 
timony. While we do not contend that his representations about 
protection of confidential sources constituted perjury, as defined bv 
law, it was nevertheless untruthful. We find*that the Fund, with 
respect to the status of Cogley and the interview ers has deceived the 
committee. Cogley's willingness to lie cited for contempt of Con¬ 
gress over his refusal to produce the documents subpenaed in, 15)57 
was, in the opinion of the committee, a necessary choice on lnsipart. 
He could not afford to have the falsities of his published volumes 
exposed. ' ^ , 

Typical of tjtfe exposures which an examination of the records of 
interview w^uld make possible is found in, the case of "a leading 
actress*" imported on page 17J The actress, identified m the published 
' volume^m “Radio-Television" merely as "Miss IT.," was confirmed by 
Cotfl^p during his 15)50 appearance before the committee as 

igen subsequently appeared before the committee in 
,tsa ?K^fffrcoiisultation. During her sworn testimony, she was asked about 
an interview by a representative of the Fund for the Republic, i Ad¬ 
mitting the interview, she was asked whetherjhis quoted information 
was accurate: 

In November 10.14, MKs H was involved in plan** hi star on a TV dramatic 
show'. A short time before rehearsals got underw uy , the prodin ei ('ailed and 
asked her to withdraw, voluntarih Mis office, the ptodinoi explained, had taken 
some chances on “risky people," and now thought it b»M to "mark time", for a 
while. He assured Miss H he would use her as soon as things let up She 
agreed ip uithdiaw. lujt there weie no more calls from this pioducer. 

/ I 
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Under oath, Miss Hagen denied that the events as reported by Cog- 
ley had ever happened. 

Cogley and the Fund for the Republic chose to cover their dis¬ 
honesty from the people and the Congress by hiding it under a blanket 
marked “Freedom of the Press/' Until now they have been suc¬ 
cessful; so successful, in fact, that they used tax-exempt money to , 
reproduce a .booklet which the Fund titled “Editorial Comments on ' 
John Cogley ? s Report on Blacklisting/ 1 This booklet contains edi¬ 
torial reproductions from newspapers throughout the United States. 
Typical of the Fund, the bookfet did not include some unfavorable 
editorials. Just how nmny^tfie word “some’ encompasses, this com¬ 
mittee does not know. pdf. the Fund does because its clipping service 
returns would have inufeded them. One such editorial is known to the 
committee, namelyJJne editorial which appeared in the Cincinnati 
Enquirer and abojffwhich this report has already commented. While 
excluding the editorial, the Fund booklet did include from the Cin¬ 
cinnati Enquirer of July %l) 1956, an article by syndicated columnist 

supported Cogley’s claim for freedom of 

epr ess nnunfiri^^ 



i 
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Fund Vice President Frank K. Kelly, in Ins Niemar 
tide, The Press and the Fynd for the Republic, also su 
ley’s press imnnmity claim. He attacked the WorM 
Sun fo uaits position of stating that Cogley whS eiitit! 

,| W8Pfifl?^Celly, in Ins position of a Fund vice president, knew the facts. 
He therefore knew that Cogley was not hired,as a newspaperman.' He 
knew that Cog ley denied giving assurances, as we reported above. He 
further knew that, identities were not withheld to protect sources. 
Yet lie w rote that “The effort made by Woltnmn and'the World Tele¬ 
gram to make Hutchins compel Cogley to abandon the journalistic 
tradition of protecting a source of information was astonishing to me. 
and to other newspapermen.with whom I talked.” “They,” accord¬ 
ing to Kelly, “could not recall any similar attempt in jAmericait 
history.” " , ; - . ! , 

Kelly also analyzed the testimony of A niold JBfiEater and Jftade the 
observation that. “Forster later testified ffflJpjp^Sffifeon^fjattributed 
to him were accurate.” This was agahgJ^^hisrepresentatjon of the 
facts. The committee will hot, attemfftto interpret Arnold Forster’s 
testimony, but will quote hint directly as he w as quoted. Forster was 
asked bv Advertising Agency magazine: “Hid the quotations which 



They’ were totally 
Forster went on to say: , 

If T were asked to prepare a; statement ,<u^he subject 

• [blacklisting], it wduld not be what was atjrfouted to me in 
^ie Report. 

It is little wonder that J. Edgar Hoovea^irector, of tire Federal; 
Bureau of Investigation, would'comm^^n ,a “Let’s Look at Con¬ 
gress" interview vvitli C ongressman Ke^meth 31 July 22, 

Of course, there ip a great deal of so-called criticism ;about 
what is termed the “faceless informers.”- I would just like 
to call attention, Congressman Keating, to the fact that some 
of the critics of that program, such as the Ford Fund for the 
Republic, recently issued a publication dealing with the 
blacklisting of performers in the;entertainment world, and 
when the writer of that report was called before a congres 7 
sional committee hist week, and asked the identity of some * 
of /he sources of his information, he indignantly refused to 
disclose them. 1 j # ’ ^ 

Mr. Roper did not, however, in the September issue of the Fund’s- 
Bulletin declare that Mr. Hoover had, like Congressman Igniter, “en- : 
gaged in a deliberate scheme to discredit the Fund and its objectives 
in the eyes of the American people.” ‘ j 

This "project of the Fund is additional proof of the fact that the 
$15 million grant has been used mainly to destroy individuals, and 
institutions who ha-ve exercised any initiative in fighting against in¬ 
ternational communism, \ .| 

FEAR IN EDUCATION : 

.! - 

Fear in education as a project of the Fund for the Republic was 
not announced to the public until January 24, 1955. -Yet the subject 
matter had been much a part of Robert M. Hutchins’ life jfor many 
years. Fear and conformity lihd been charged by Hutchins in many 
speeches and writings, as the reason for dismissal of college faculty 
members. He had consistently a nologizetFfor the conspiratorial con¬ 
duct of those dismissed. Typical ofdefense,of faculty!members 
affiliated u itlr^ne Communist con^ffiracy was a speech-he " 4 “ - 

Seattle, on April 7, 194jL*£Tl\eh president of the J" 

of Chicago, Hutchins usfed luj^peecli as a Vehicle to cri 
concleirmr \\ eTjiij ^imtyo t A¥$shinirt oirbecaiise it had dismissed three 
professors for engaging^llp^nimiuiistactivities., In spite of the fact 
that the three were identified members of t he Communist Party, 
Hutchins characterized their dismissal as attempts at |“thought 
control.' 1 . ' ^ ; 

While assistant director of the Ford Foundation, Hutchins wrote 
an article for the March 9, 1954, issue of Look magazine. Titled 
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“Are Teachers Afraid To Teach, 5 the article repeated much of what 
the author had previously stated in his speeches and in his recoin- I - 
menctations to the Ford Foundation. Hutchins, without investiga- 
Ition, found that “education is impossible in many parts of the United 
States today because free inquiry and free discussion are impos¬ 
sible. * * * In these communities, 55 wrote, Hutchins, “the teacher 
of economics, history, or political science cannot teach, 55 \ 

New York, Philadelphia, San Francisco, and I»s Angeles were 
identified as among the principle parts of the United States where 
free inquiry and free discussion was impossible'. The reasons for this 
condition, Hutchins factually stated was “investigations into^ the 
loyalties of itsjeaehers.” Hutchins discounted statements by AYhit-^ 

- taker Chambers and SidneyJC!. Hook-that only a fewjteachers luia 
, beeiUfirecTby^opinionatiTfg ui'tfo n*t have to fire many teachers 
, to'liitiniidate them all. 55 He^fliereafter found that “thej entire teach- 
V ing profession of the United States is now intimidated. ”j 
' The.firings, which were causing Hutchins such great concern, were 

of*Communist Party members. Those whose affiliations were similar 
, , to the University of Washington professors, whose continued employ¬ 
ment he demanded in his speech of April 7,1049. j . 

It was not surprising therefore, that Hutchins, in announcing in 
January 24, 1955, the Fund’s fear in education project, announced its 
purpose to be solely “to seek a definitive answer to the question of 
whether or not American teachers are fearful and unable to do their 
best work because of their apprehensions.” The press release after 
'announcing that the purpose or the project was to determine whether 
or not there was fear, resolved that fear did exist and jthe questions, 
to be asked by questionnaire and interview, were merely to determine 
, to what degree it existed. 1 1 

- Dr. Paul Lazarsfeld, chairman of the department of sociology of 
Columbia University, was announced as the project (director. Dr. 
Lazarsfeld had previously been engaged by the Fund ito work on its 
project to determine the s^ize, nature, and extent of the internal Com¬ 
munist menace under the direction of Dr. .Samuel A. Stouffer. We 
have previously discussed this project and the use which was made of 
it by the Fund. Dr. Lazarsfeld was a party to such use. Dr. Lazars¬ 
feld, an Austrian, who fled Hitler and eventually obtained sanctuary 
in the United States, has publically expressed opinions on teacher 

1 >roblems similar to those expressed by Hutchins. In fact; in 1050, , 
le canceled a summer teaching appointment at the IJiiivei ^tx . of 9 
Cal ifornia, LosAj^geles, in protest against the loy a 1 tyoauv w ITicli 
ired to sign: An act which received-national 
laudation from the Comftinnist press. 

Considering the bias on the subject, possessed by both Hutchins 
and Lazarsfeld, the committee wondered whether tax-exempt money, 
estimated as exceeding $175,000, was being spent to prove the opinions 
of Hutchins. What was the position of the directors jof the Fund, 
those with the responsibility under law for its operation. 

Restrictions and assaults upon academic freedom was one of the 
directors 5, original area of inquiry. However, as documents of the 
Fund reflect, these restrictions and assaults were tied into the degree 
^ . communism was responsible for them. 55 ‘Academic freedom’ is“ a 
broad term, sometimes carelessly and loosely used” according to the 
Fund’s planning committee. Its committee on the legacy of American 
- liberty observed that “the push for ‘freedom’ is a drive in the first 
instance by specific groups for specific privileges and immunities, and 
one man’s freedom is, or may be, another man’s duress. 55 It further 
observed that in the preservation of freedom “it would greatly |>ro- 
. mote common understanding if those who disagree as to the means 
by which the ends of freedom are reliably achieved, would state their 
differences in terms of factual propositions about such means, rather 
than as slogans in an ideological battle.” 

The Fund’s committee on the internal Communist menace was 
concerned about the Communist influence,in our schools. Fund 
Director Shuster, president of Hunter College and a member of the 
ICM committee reported that “quite a little is likewise known about 
the methods employed by Communist teachers to recruit young people 
for the cause.” He called for the Fund to give attention to youth 
camps maintained by pro-Coinmunist organizations for indoctrina¬ 
tion purposes. ' I 
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In spite of Hie many conflicts of meaning which surrounded the 
term “freedom," mid in,spite of the varied interest in 'the subject ex¬ 
pressed by the Funds directors .and committees, (lie project was 
restricted. According to the January 24, 1955, press release tlie 
study would consist solely of assessing— . ! 

the degree of fear among teachers jn such areas as the han¬ 
dling of controversial subjects in the classroom, their rela¬ 
tionship with students, fellow-teachers and administrative 
superior,'their feeling about expressing unpopular opinions 
in professional publications, their willingness to take part in 
extracurricular and community affairs, and the t influence 
of tenure on academic freedom: 1 

The items set forth above, quoted from Hutchins' press release are 
those suggested to the Fund in September 1954, by Lazarsfeld. The) 
were suggested after Lazursfeldfound and reported to the Fund— 
“That fear of losing a job is certainly a rare and extreme case." 
Lazarsfeld's recommendation of the areas of inquiry as set forth 
above was based on “today’s climate of opinion/' Lazarsfeld did not 
define “today's climate of opinion 9 * in the documents now in the com¬ 
mittees possession. Professor StouHer, whom Lazarsfeld assisted in 
the previous'Fund project described it partially with the statement: 

When, for example, national figures say flatly Hud our 
schools and colleges are filled with teachers of atheistic com¬ 
munism, can we blame an average citizen who lias no first¬ 
hand access to the facts if lie.comes to think a purge of the 
educational system may he necessary ? 

Tlie above expression, together with similar expressions by Sfouffcr 
must lmve received the concurrence of Lazarsfeld because he recom¬ 
mended Stouffer as a member of the “Committee on Fear in 
Education/’ 



v Lazarsfeld also proposed the services on his committee.of lJr, 
Jahoda, of N^ew ^ ork University. Dr. Jahoda is a regulfffniemfcyj^ 
^-of~the-Fund "team. She made her contribution to the Fund's black¬ 
listing project. In recommending her, Lazarsfeld observed that “some 
leads are available in a paper by Dr. Jaboda, who reported in the Tale 
Law Journal observations among Federal employees." The paper 
, which Lazarsfeld furnished- the Fund proved to the satisfaction of ' 
Di\ Jalioda that was a great tear as a result of securitv measure. This 
wiis accomplished,‘through an interview of merely in faculty mem¬ 
bers and 70 GovernhuflTt employees. Statements of several of these 
employees, as reptm&d by Dr. Jahoda, are afar from tlie truth as a 
Jie'eim best ret editor 

T > A ' , ° 1 t J lp : r ^Il^fdee to the committee studying fear in education was 
ll-ot. Helen^^eU Lyjud, to whom cuffiiiiinism and its relationship 
to teaCfierSis no .stranger. She watf a speaker at the Communist 
Cultural and .Scientific'Vonferanarfor World Peace," held in My. 

- t, the same time, she "as protaping against the dismissal of Com¬ 
munist teachers. As early ns'UAO, she was opposing legislative inves- 
I’. nv ConiniiimstJeadjiffs. She supported the Communist con- 
, 0 1. Union against expulsion from the 

w j.’/f/*, • V 1 slre^roWid the enactment of (lie Feinberg- 

tleck bill which provided tor the ouster of Communists from the New 
York school system. 

h und V ice President Ferry, in a letter to Uazni-sfeld, set forth that: 

the aim of the Fund is to make an impact through education " 
and research, on the general climate of opinion. 

Conceding that the Fund's main concern was to determine the extent 
ot tear iii education, to be measured in the manner set forth later in 

the Fund - 1,1 C&S l-e ea6C ’ Fe,ry ex P osetl lllh hand by proclaiming that 


is therefore not interested in subsidizing research per se, no 
mattei how valuable such research might ultimate!v be to 
scholars. 

Io determine what was really the interest of (he Fund, a lepieson- 
tative oMhe Committee on Un-American Activities requested in 
June lJot, a copy of Lazarsfeld’s report, filed with the Fund after 







I 
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the completion of his survey: While the Fund has not published the 
report as of January U*>8, on page 11 of the Fund's Three Year . . 
Report, released to thrfmblic'on May 5), 1050, we iind this language:' 

The reporter individuals in the ordinary case contain jio 
conclusion^Frecommendations: they are statements of facts. 
Sucli^reu^rts are those of * * * Paul LazarstVld and Holds r ^ 
HarrMoinHie intimidation of teachers. The Fund vouches 
ToTTne^integrity of the authors and for the importance of 
their studies It does not take responsibility for their se¬ 
lection of facts or for the accuracy of their statements. All 
the individuals undertaking to study and report with the c 
assistance of the Fund, and all tiu; commissions established 
by it, do so on the understanding that theysare free to conduct 
their investigations and make their reports in accordance with 
their own best judgment without regard to the views of offi¬ 
cers or directors of the Fund. * I 

However, the factual report on the intimidation of teachers] about 
• which the Fund bragged in its 1050 report, did not even exist.- At 
least Fund Counsel Webster by letter dated July 2, 1057, responding 
to the committee's request for the report* claimed it did not.- {Wrote 
1\ ebster: U I am informed that the report referred to was made 1 orally 
to the Hoard." Was the truth that which was reported by the officers 
in their 1050 report, on the representations made by Fund counsel 
in July 1057. v | * 

The committee charges the officers of the Fund with concealing the ^ 
report relat ing to its “fear in education” project. We suspect* that . ' 

many changes have been made in this report in order to conceal its 
propaganda content. We do not believe that Fund Chairman* Roper 
was referring to a verbal report when lie discussed the Lazarsfeld’s 
findings at a special meeting* of the directors of the Fund, held in 
New York, on February 15, 1956. The minutes of this meeting read: 

.Mr Unpcr refemnl to tlit* “fear in education*' study and recommended that 
tin* lindtn^v he redtued to manuscript form suitable for publication as a book 
after w hi< h fm tiler disposition of the study to be determined. 

I HiS' iecoimuendation which was approved by the directors, dis- 
approws also of the Fund’s claim that project directors are free to 
"make then* report sin accordance with their own best judgment with¬ 
out regard to tlij^^Tews of officers or directors of the fund.*' The ^ 
committee has n^eviouslv shown through its study, of Fund projects^^^ 
relating to thi^Fommiinist menace and to blacklist mg that other Fm*r 
claims were^flso false. Most fragrant was the Fund's clainiJmat 
(’ogle\\hkfcklisting report was “statements of fact. 5 ' v 

writing in the April 18, 1956, issue of Natibnj/^jgaew 
appearedto liave information that the Lazarsfeld rep^Wm^rtljeas 
unfactnal as Coglev's. Wrote Kirk: * ! 

* . . I * 1 

I he Fund for the Republic is spending a great deal! of 

money in an endeavor to discover fear among'teachers. Men 
seldom fail to discover what the\ seek, if they have sufficient 
inoney to spend in the pursuit: and a representative of tliat 
b und recently remarked in m> presence, that the Fund knew 
that' teachers were terrorized and was now proceedingj to 
document its assumptions. j 

No wonder the Fund advised on July 2, 1957, that the Fund would 
no longer supply to the committee papers and information relating 
to its projects. No wonder the Fund rejected the committee's!request 
to have members of the committee staff* review the liles of the Fund. 

But in spite of these refusals, Mr. Hutchins insists that the committee 
should be possessed of the objective facts—facts which he offers when 
speaking or w riling for the benefit of the press but which he withholds 
in correspondence not released. 

LOYALTY-SECURITY . 1 

The director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation wrote recently: 

+ * '* Certain organiza! ions obviously dedicate their efforts 
to thwart the very concepts of security. They vehemently 
oppose met hods to gain this security and it is obvious that 
their aim is to destroy it. They protest that they are fighting 


i 
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for freedom, blit in reality they seek license. They hypo¬ 
critically bar Communists from their membership, jbut they 
seem to hate all persons who abhor Communists and com¬ 
munism. They claim to be anti-Communists but they launch 
attacks against congressional legislation designed \ to curb 
communism. They distort and misrepresent and ridicule the 
Government’s security program. They lobby and exert pres¬ 
sure on the leaders of Government both in the legislative and 
executive branches,^ , ' ' i '' 

Some such organizations are .supported bj^tax-exempt 
funds. Others are infiltrated by a hard corejf propagand¬ 
ists, small but articulate, whose real aims^o not represent 
those of the hundreds of otherwise well-j^aning Americans 


who have supported such organizatioxis 


■K 


•* Tin* Itoidlj Monaco Pseudo Liberals, Jiwunry 10u8. < 

Mr. Hoover’s statements ure based on investigative! facts which 
come to his knowledge through the facilities of the FBI. Much of 
what he writes has been documented by the committee’s investigation 
of tlie Fund for the Republic;' The campaign of opposition by ( the 
Fund, or persons appointed to its staff, to loyalty security'programs 
lias been, as found by Mr. Hoover, namely, tat distort and misrepresent 
and ridicule the Government’s security ^programs. The Fund has 
accomplished this through grants and i&own projects'such as that' 
directed by Adam Yarmolinsky. * *, jr 

Interest in the subject of investigations of the loyalty of Govern¬ 
ment employees was only secoudaSf to the areas of interest as set 
forth by the directors in their Feh/uiry 24,1953, letter to the trustees 
of the Ford Foundation. Tlfe/Fund’s' interest became intensified 
through its director, John Lory O’Brian,.who had opposed even the 
concept of a 1 oya 1 t.y-still WU*prego^^rs bef^e the Fund was even 
created. As^arly as January 1948, he spojre against j the Truman 
loyalty program. The Netf York Timesgrcount of the speech before 
the New nor!-: City andjBtate Bar Associations stated:, 



Attorney 
erdn y ex p ressu 
program. 


and^S)fimerK^istan t torney General O’Brian 
fluting views of President Truman’s loyalty^ 


an 


guilt 


Mr. O'Brian's objection to this program-was historical rathejj 
political. It was based mainly on a legal position related 
by association. His position was based on a knowledge clanger 

faced, especially the revelation of the Can adia 
Espionage. 

— Wnftug- in-opposition to the Truman loyalty program in June 
1948, lie related: ' 1 


In fairness, it must be admitted that in our present perils 
we cannot be guided wholly by historical precedents. That 
our country lias within its borders hostile agents, cannot well 
be doubted. F One of the most startling and, in a sense, ap¬ 
palling historical .documents of our times is the (Canadian 
white book, relating the activities of Soviet agents in the 
Dominion of Canada and summarizing the evidence, includ¬ 
ing the confessions of participants. It is difficult to read that 
revelation without a sense of bewilderment at the tfficon- 
scionable lack of ordinary standards of honesty andj^orality. 
Similarly, no one can read it without being conaiffced that 
there must have been, and may still be, similai^rostile activ¬ 
ities being carried on in the United States! 


( 


Wl LojulU Test ami Guilt By Association, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists,! June 1948. 

On April 27 and 28, 1955, Mr.NTBKan1^'-k-?FigewiiglFop- 
position to the loyalty-security program, together with certain legis¬ 
lation such as the Internal Security Act of’1950. His lectures con¬ 
tained many charges against the administration of tlie programs. 
Some of his charges were justified, but many were based merely on 
rumor, hearsay, and gossip^mbout. bow -the program was actually 
functioning. This lecturereproduced in a book, National Security 
and Individual Freeckniwand was distributed by the Fund for. the 
Republic to Harvard i®rw School Association members.! 

-- I 





LINO REGAL-—AB 83 i 

and security have been seized upon by unsci upulous ;pol . 
used as a political weapon.” This also has been theipo^on c 
ins in several of his speeches which we quoted eni[he . Itln^*^ “g 1 
the position of Board Chairman Hoffman,.Security Conj^RTntA\ dhs, 
and the majority of Fund participants. Adam se'ectea 

to studv the loyalty-security program, \vffJWWw*U JIW.™'V w ‘ 

sky spoke of the citizens’ demand for a loyalty-secuijity pi°f*L ^ 
one which was “fed by unscrupulous and ambitions imetn, whodidwi 
hesitate to rewrite history or to revise arithmetic. YuimolinsKy 

modified this statement at time of delivery As 1 f *.']!o'^rolioitions 
“was fed” read'that tire peoples demands reachedJhe piopoitions 

. of an hysterical demand fed by unscrupulous, etc. " j •, „„ 

■ In this same speech, Yarmolmsky referred to ceitain secunty cas . 
by lifting minor charges out of context from either the statement of 
charges or the hearing transcript. Misrepresentation .for the pu rose 
of ridiculing was, as we shall show, the motivation behind the punt 
ing of selected loyalty cases.- Yarmolinsky-in his speech also accused 
the Navy with prescribing what was considered by'it as oithodox 
conduit ^on the’part of Navy personnel. Robert us 

Berea College speech, described the Navy action as mo wondiuthat 
some Government departments have set up guidance clinics in which 
their employees are taught how not to look like sectiijity n 
basis of his charge was advice which appeared in civilian-persoiine in¬ 
structions and which advised them “to study and seek w lse and matme 
i '• j. _ itiot-h nmitnuo nt* fii*(T!iiii7iit,ions of any noliti- 


mstructions, Decause me simiuc ~ t 1 tim 

that all enthusiasm for well-sounding functions be tempered with the 
wisdom of full knowledge of the real forces and aims behind them, , 
so that well-meaning citizens will not be unwittingly led into aiduv 
and promoting forces which are contrary to their own basic beliefs. 

' Loyalty security was considered by Clifford Case during his presi¬ 
dency of the Fund. Case, through the then consultant on security 
matters, was considering the creation of a citizdhs commission o 1 
view tlie entire program. Prominent figures from public andpnvat^ 
life were in the process of being invited to serve on such a conftnjpon 
wlien Case resigned 1 to seek political office. The consultant,JMgenh^ 
Volne, who was well experienced in the field of loyalty security, re- 
MMRmbi He remained, that is, until Robert, Hutchins succeeded Case. 
Thereafter, the objective approach to the subject ,was abandoned. 
Volpe advised a representative of the committee that; lie resigned as a 
consultant because of the attitude of Hutchins on these matters. e 
explained Hutchins’ attitude as being against impartial inquiry and 
being based on the theory that we know the programs are wrong, so 

Hutchins’ position was similar to O Brian’s, according to the min¬ 
utes of the board of the Fund, dated June 80, 1954. ;At this meeting, 
Mr. O’Brian expressed deep concern about the long-range problems 
of ioss of individual rights through the acts of administrative tribu¬ 
nals and, particularly, the disregard of due process; nyipplying ad¬ 
ministrative procedures to loyalty questions. He staled that many 
individual cases in which legal justice was denied * not, attract at¬ 
tention: that, the public was accepting the situatj^; and that tlieie is 
nothing more dangerous than acquiescenca^in these practices. 
Twenty-five' thousand dollars was appronnapi for ja commission on 

^Between June and September, JCato^Ulig ta w **o lV, u1 . formerly 
been on the editorial staff of the^#wM$$rTO.iald 1 r,,)un ®lJFf 
appointed as a consultant on security as a replacement tor^FOipe. 
Difficulty was experienced in obtaining members for a Ap^fty com¬ 
mission/ By November 1954, Mi 11 is interested M ^J^a^pr gsulent 
of the bar of the city of New York in attempting! N> uUlUIn repre¬ 
sentation from other geographic areas to serve on aiconiinissioii. 

On November 18, 1954, the directors of the Fund raised total 
appropriation to $125,000 by appropriating an additional $100,000. 
At a directors’ meeting of February 17, 1955. the total appropriation 
was raised to $175,000. 'For the first time, the minutes reflect that 
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the Fund has commissioned a study of loyalty-security cases. y\ Imt 
was intended by the study was" not-reflected-by the minutes: it re-, 
mains hidden through the refusal of the'Fund to make their records 
available. - The minutes did earmark $35,000 of the additional,ap- 
' proprintion to the case-study project which- was under the direction 
of Adam Yarmolinski. The minutes suggest that the original'ap¬ 
propriation of $25,000 was also diverted to the Yarmolinski project. 

Also hidden fioin the public were the circumstances surrounding 
the appointment of Yarmolinski, together with the date lie was ac¬ 
tually commissioned. But, irrespective of the date; the study was 
sufficiently completed by May 1!), 105a, for the director|to discuss 
publication. The minutes of May 19, 1955, reflect that, Director 
O’Brian stressed the importance of prompt publication of selected 
cases, front collections,of security cases prepared under direction of 
Adam Yarmolinski. Mr. O'Brian pointed out that this was the 
Fund’s own project, authorized prior,to,the formation of the nsso 

* . . t i* nr_ \r_r _.1 —.. . 


of reports on those security cases collected by Yarmolinski. 

In August 1055,'the selected-cases were printed and released! 
public. The cover leaves the impression that it was th eliun 
National Affairs, Inc., under whom Adam Yarmolinski airectecf 
project! l TRd ss Pm^ for the Republic} Inc., is credited with merely 
making the study possible. It* is not identified, as Fund IMrectqr 
O’Brian identified it, as “the Fund’s own project.’* j 

Yarmolinsky acknowledges tliat t,hepasses are biased, and that be is 
presenting mainly the employee^ position, the completeness of the 
employee's position being dependent on the integrity of the employee's 
attorney. In all the cases, only the employee’s attorney was inter¬ 
viewed. It is known that among the “employee-attorneys'’ interviewed 
there were identified members of the Communist Party, many of 
whom had been witnesses before Congressional committees invest igat- ^ 
ing their role as legal strategists of the party. This affiliation of . 
“employee-attorney’’ must have been known to Yarmolinsky because 
the introduction to his case studies related: 

'We have trieO to eliminate possible bias by'employinp carefully selected law¬ 
yer-interviewers (whose'names are listed following Ibis introduction) 

Irrespective of the impartiality of the lawyer interviewers, they 
could not report items which were withheld from them;by the em¬ 
ployee-attorney. Also* as the committee investigation indicates, either 
the Fund, or the employee-attorneys; or both, were not interested in 
* making available those loyalty-security cases where a potential threat 
to the security of the United States was involved. Those cases se¬ 
lected for publication, as well as the near 360 cases obtained by the 
Fund, related to employees who were suspended from their employ¬ 
ment and later cleared, or those employees denied final clearance who 
had at .one time been cleared on the basis of similar charges. 
f The committee, being denied access to the records of the Fund, found 
it necessary to seek the objective facts relating to this Fund project 
from secondary sources. At this date, all the facts are not available 
- to the committee and, therefore, this report is restricted to the avail¬ 
able facts. 

To determine the extent to which the “lawyer-interviewer" engaged 
by the Fund contributed to this project, we wrote each individual 
identified in the studys’ printed report. All but 13 of those listed re¬ 
sponded to the committee inquiry. Of those responding, 20 individu¬ 
als denied that they did any work for thy Fund on this project or re¬ 
ceived any ..compensation; 80 represented that they had done work 
on a total of 2*24 cases; *2 refused to tell the committee the extent of 
their participation. 1 questioning the jurisdiction of the committee 
to make such an inquiry. Therefore, the 15 lawyer-interviewers, who 
either ignored the committee's requestor who refused to comply ith 
it, handled 126 cases. , 1 ; 

Yarmolinsky was hired by the Fimd because of his objection to the 
all-inclusive scope of the Federal loyalty-security program. IT is 
views before the study was that there should he a relationship between 
the position then held, and opportunity available to the employee 
to use his position to injure the natiqnal security. As an attorney 
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representing employees involved in loyalty security, lie also abhorred 
the indirect consequences of such programs, such ast , j 

Casting into shadow whole arena of nVtivltj aiul association |nnd thereby, 

. imposin" imreasiiiK restrictions on freedom of thought a ml expression in the 
United States. ; 

The case studios printed in August 1955, are a reflection of the views 
of Adam Yarmolinsky toward the loyalty-security program. The 
cases as reported may or may not be those on which hc^ worked as 
an attorney prior to his employment by the Fund. While prepared 
by Fund-employed "lawyer-interviewers” they represent much of that 
told the lawyer-interviewer by the employees’ attorney.! By deceit 
some employee-attorneys withheld documents in orderdo misrepresent 
the loyalty-security program. Where this occurred it eouVd have been 
done without the knowledge of either' Yarmolinsky or the Fund-em¬ 
ployed law vef-interviewer. But in some cases, facts set forth in the 
case study indicate that it was evident that a document had been 
withheld. These cases should have been further investigated but 
were not. Instead they were chosen for reproduction because they 
played a role in the plan to discredit. ; 

Faso No. 10 , reported on page 9, is a case in point, jin the last 
paragraph’ of comment under the heading of “EmployeejsJ Response,” 
it is reported: , 

. That n pit her in ihi* hearing, nor in the* two subsequent hearings described 
# hereafter, was the transcript available for examination and these|accounts are 
lu>ed on counsel's notes and recollections. 

i 

The first paragraph on page 11 of the case study would indicate 
that the eiAplovprrereived a copy of the first hearing before tlie QiyJf 
Service Board, since -there is a reference to the employees 

"chrntyitVgnmfr^^Tfigr^o some statements made by him itt the hear¬ 
ing .and making minor corrections to the transcript of the proceed¬ 
ings." The paragraph beginning at the bottom ofipage 12 of the 
case study indicates that a copy of the second Civil Service Loyalty 
Board hearing was furnished to either the employee or his counsels, 
The committee's investigation discloses that the employee wnsJujgfT 
ihhed a transcript of the hearing at the Marine Corps 'Headglfffrters 
and that, under the date of April 4, 

submitted suggested amendments and corrections to several items in 
the transcript. 

With the transcript the case study would have reflected not that 
there was u no degree of sensitivity to the employee's job” but could 
have quoted from the testimony of the Head of the Training Section, 
Marine Corps Headquarters that after security questions pvere raised 
the employee had not been assigned sensitive duties. ^ 

Case 10 . is an,,employee who was found on the basis of [evidence to 
have been a member of the Communist Party in 1948-49. It also 
found that he had falsified his application for Government employ¬ 
ment, land his testimony before the Loyalty Board, in denying mem¬ 
bership m the Communist Party. The committee intends to inquire 
of both the Departments of Navy and Justice as to the extent of 
perjury investigation and action in this case. : 

The employee was reinstated by direction of the Secretary of the 
XV T \ on September 2 , 1954, and after being reimbursed for loss of pay 
and allow ances reassigned on the following day, September 3. 

But returning to case 10, as reported, a review of the transcript of 
hearings, the lawyer-interviewer of the Fund could have learned both 
the content and relevancy of those questions of politics and sex which 
the study suggested, were questions which went far a held. I , 

Case No. Hi reported on page 14 of the published studies, misrepre¬ 
sents as does case No. 10 . This case involved an employee of the 
Government Printing Office. The report states that bis work did 115 
involve access to any classified material. The committee 1 inves 
tion found that the employee's job did involve work of! a jrfSurity 
nature and after receipt of investigative reports concenAkghiin, he 
was transferred, pending final determination, to theLUnJry of Con- 
gross^ ranch which, within the Government Print 
no'security work. '_ 
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Two out of the first three cases which the committee was able to iden¬ 
tify and ^.investigate produced misrepresentations relative to'the se- 
V ciiritv nature of a case-study employee. And at this point we desire^o k l 
point out a sincere problem faced bv the Government in this program. 

Should the Government of the United States ]be required to have s < 
witldn its employment, employees whose^talents cannot be utilised 
throughout the entire Government?^ Tn case No. 16, should a proof- 
render within fhp Pla nti ng Offi ce; be one who can be 

utilized on all pvrvj have 2,1 for proof¬ 

reading security documents and 1 for proofreading those not involving , * 
security? Should the Government be required to keep in its employ¬ 
ment in a nonsensitive position, a security risk \yho cannot be trained - 
for utilization in positions where security clearances ar£ required? 

This committee reiects the argument that the Government should be 
so handicapped. Tim United States has as much right, to insist upon 
undivided loyalty from its civil servants as does tjlie Communist Party 
of its coconspirators. Lovaltv to the United States is not compatible 
with loyalty to totalitarianism, either Comnluni'st of Fascist, j 
Case No. 16 under the heading “Charges” deyoted^considerable 
* attention in a derogatory manner to a bearing given the employee , 

“witliout the presence of.counsel.’? "No 'effort wa^ made on the part of 
the Fund to determine the function of the body which accorded the 
employee the hearing. This administrative action seems sound to the 
committee and appears designed to prevent miscarriages of justice: 

The group before whom the employee appeared was a revaluation cogi- * 
mittee, composed of three.officiateof the Government Printing Office, 
two of whom were members,District of Columbia Par Associa- , 
tion. Their function wasi^eview all cages under section 4 of the 
Executive OrderO0450^jffT to make recommendations to the Public , 
Printer through the s^nirity officer. The hearing according case No. JL 
16 was an ad miniat^tive procedure to establish] whether the facts 
Ihe case were sufficient to the handled by a security hearing 
Manv ejnpio^rs of the GPO have not been the subject ofcly^^ 
to the Imaffition of this reevaluation committee estab^ned by the' 

‘“The" eniplr^e^attoruev for case 16, is reported as having been ach, 
vised that ihe Government Printing Office did not use the Attorney 
Genera Vs list of subversive organizations. This isTalse and the Fund 

made no effort to determine the facts. - ' * ■ l 

Under the heading “Employee’s "Response ” the reply to charges are 
as reconstructed by the employee-attorney! However, thev could dnijve 
been quoted so as to give a more accurate statement. Put. the emplovee- 
■ attorney did not make the transcript of hearing available. The Fund 
interviewer based his description of what transpired at the hearings 
solely on the employer-attorney recollections. Wrote the Fund inter¬ 
viewer : “The transcript was unavailable to the interviewer.” It could 
have been unavailable because" the Govern men tj refused to supply; a 
copv to the employee, but this was not the fact. , The committee in¬ 
vestigation disclosed that a transcript was mailed the employee on 
March 10,1054. With the transcript the Fund interviewer would not 
have reported: ^ ^ -* .1 s I 

The chairman indicated to the employee's counsel that he J ‘ 
was not interested in four character witnesses offered on the , 
employee's behalf, since the written-record an]d the employee's | 
testimony were before biirff and were enough for him. Put | 
despite this reaction, counsel proceeded to ;oall the witness 
and also made a concluding argument, although the chairman , ‘ 

' was reluctanfto let him do so. ! 1 | 

That the above is clearly a misrepresentation; of tlie facts can be 
clearly demonstrated froni the transcript which the Fund did hot 
bother to obtain. | , . J 

O it at km -VN. Wo will take n recess, I.linve 1 or 2 oth(]r questions I would'like 
to ask [defendant). Init since [hoard member] linsUi business,appointment, we 
will take a nvess now until 1: and we will come back here at that time and > 
continue the hearing. j ) 

A;noi{M , 'Y May 1 ask a procedural question? As I toUI you. one of our wit- 
nesses is during the lunch bonr. She requested that she be heard by 

1 1.". but I gather that would be, too early. 1 [ 

(In AiiiMAx.. Have you gained any impression. Mr. [Attorney 1 that yon can 
finish your questioning of [defendant] so that they caii be on that time? , | 

* i 
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Attorney. I was going to suggest putting them on before I proceed with my 
questioning. 1 | 

Chairman. After T complete the one or two other questions, that I have, we 
will take them right after., Will that he all right? j j 

Attorney. Yes. ' j i 

Chairman You still think it is necessary to put other witnesses on? j 

♦ ‘Attorn by. Well, I would* like to say that I certainly j feel that in justice to 
(defendant) we ought to make the strongest possible case.' 

Chairman. Are they character witnesses? ! 

Attorney. They are people who have known him well, sir. One is his min¬ 
ister. Two people from the Government Printing Office—{— v 

Chairman. Were their affidavits submitted? t 

i, Attorney. Yes, hut there are questions In detail that I want, to ask them 1 . 
They have had affidavits submitted, but I want to give you an opportunity to 
cross-examine the iieople who have ridden in lils'car pool, his minister who 
knows him well, and people who have worked with him at the Government 
Printing Office ’ | I 

" Chairman. Well, are they only corroborating these affidavits? ' ' ' 

* Attorney. They will introduce additional information, [sir. 

CiA irman All right, but I think perhaps you ought to—well, you can decide 
that. We will recess then until 1: 110. r | | 

Another misstatement caused by the employee-attorney misrepre¬ 
sentation or faulty memory related to permission for * the employee- 
attorney to review the reevaluation committee transcript. The chair¬ 
man of the hearing hoard had the complete tile) which included the 
.refusal of the security officer to make available the transcript as out¬ 
side his authority. The chairman did not express surprise that the 
officer had not let the attorney delve into the case Hie. The employee- 
attorney was given the opportunity to examine the transcript by the 
l board at a recess. 1 j ■ j 

Case No. 20, which is reported on page 28 of the published studies, 
was apparently selected for the purpose of discrediting the loyalty; 
security program. The proceedings and the hearings as reported 
in the published study are based upon the statements made to the 
Fund lawver-interviewer by the employee-attorney. This case dif¬ 
fers from the previously reported cases insofar as a transcript of the 
hearing is concerned because in this instant case a transcript was 
not available fojthe employee-attorney, but even in this instance, the 
published report contained a misstatement whicli, if believed, could 
serve to damage the loyalty-security program. Oil page 31, the Fund 
reports: t j 

When the nmtter was successfully concluded, the counsel sought a cbpv of 
the transcript, .of the hearing. |His request was refused ‘‘because it might 
violate security *’ 

It is true, as reported, that the counsel sought a transcript of the 
heal ing. It is false.that bet was advised that Hie transcript would 
not be furnished “because it might violate security”.. .As a matter of 
fact, the employee-attorneysreceived no advice with respect to the 
availability of the transcript. ,The reason one was not furnished to 
the employee was becaufK when the employee reported for duty, after 
his reinstatement, Instated to the security officer that he did not 
care to have a cou^Tf the transcript. \ i 

The Fund's published report under the heading “Proceedings 
Under Fxec ufive charges that Ute employee was ordered 

at 1 oWfflu?®WWne morning to report to the security officer.. The 
report continues: “After waiting for more than anihour, the employee 
was interviewed by the security.officer and questioned at length about 
the charge previously set forth in the interrogatories under Executive v 
Order 9835.” 

The employee, ns the report acknowledges, was employed on vi 
shift from midnight to 8 a. m. .He*was notified! at 1 a. m. that he 
would be required to appear before a security officer, hut his appear-, 
ance before the security officer and the hour at which he was inter¬ 
rogated do not conform with the Fund version as can he verified in 
the transcript of the proceedings. During the course of the hearing 
given to this employee, the chairman of the hoard invited the security 
officer to interrogate the employee and the transcript reflects the 
following question and answer: | 

Security officer. Another fact that T want to bring out—Thi* 1 a. in. that 
they notillwl you to come to tills reevaluation hearing, or Ho conic sec me in the 
.morning—I think the hoard knows mow that you were working at that hour, 
so they didn't get you out of bed to notify you at 1 a. in. in the morning, I 
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LMPf.cn Kh* That Ik correct. ,May I Mato liuii't* siHvificnlly My supervisor 
paged nip oil the floor and asked me to pome to the office anil w lienj I esmie in the 
office, well, lie showed me this note ami from there 1 followed instructions 

The Funds recitation under the heading “Hearing", state that I lie 
security'officer was the Government's only witness. Thi<s is a misstate¬ 
ment of fact in that the security officer was never a witness. As re¬ 
ported above, the security officer did, at the invitation of the hoard 
chairman, interrogate the employee. Equally false is the claim that 
the employee-attorney cross-examined the security officer.! This para¬ 
graph, as related in the Fund's published report of case studies, reads 
as follows: v ~ \ 

. ' . i 

The security officer was* the Ooveniiiicnt's only witness IIeU\u% ( rnSi s-py- 
nrnineri hy counsel for the employee and stated that one thing against the em¬ 
ployee was that the employee engaged in "loft wing" talk. When asked what 
this •leftwing** talk was. the security officer stated that the employe had used 
the word “second-class citizen." Counsel ]nought mil ftom the employee that 
he had stated to the security officer that the employe ‘‘would lather he a setond- 
clnss citizen in Mississippi than a first-class citizen in Ilu^sia." 1 

The only recitation iirthe transcript which can possibly lie related 
fo the pnnigniph ns reported by the Fund ]troves the nodieiiMisness of 
the attempt mode to discredit the pi’Ofinim. The‘transcript reads: 

Scci rity Officer. You speak of this sccond-t lass citizenship unite often Will 
explain to the hoard what you consider a set ond-class < itizenship v I didn’t 
know there was any such tiling in the country. t 

Employer. 1 would I el l you why I tame to that conclusion Here’s mv own 
terminology. It is because that in certain sections of the count i v.< erlaiu people 
are. denied certain opportunities that other people enjoy. Thar N why i s av 
second-class citizenship. I did fhal fora paint of intend and a point of Mre^s 
to repeat what I said in the October i) meeting and to repeat a dalernenf liiat 

f maile earlier, that under the Domoeralic ideal and hlea^ :l . .|-<.|ass <iji- 

zenship are pel-sons who are limited because of their race and their < iced, eiijny 
a greater opportunity in the Ended States and more freedom than the\ do 
In any other government. 

* * / * * * ♦ * 

K m eu> ykk-ATT i>uvF Y f want to itdf you one other thing. Von use the term 
‘second-classnitizonship*' Is that an unusual term? 

Employee. That is my own term. I wouldn’t consider it uhumiuI 

The Fund's publislul report states also under the heading “Hearina*’ 
the employee denied ever having subscribed lo or received the Dadv 
Worker. And the Fund alleges that 1 he Daily Worker was brought 
into the hearing in order to establish the employee^ apparent preoccu¬ 
pation with labor unions. Again relating to alleged testimom by 
the'security officer, the report as printed by the Fund reads: " " 

k i <,< ' ll ‘k'/officer also testified to the employee's upp.-irenl pn><« t up.tlmn 
with labor unions and stated that the employee miN hu\e taken the Daily 

"" rk «T 1,1 ‘V f" k """' «'liat MMIlfce Of ..din t or line to follow ns nmmh.-r 

and officer of Ins Union. Counsel reported thaf one of the three honid nicmln-ts 
nearing the matter was from an agency dealing with lalior m.tltcis and that 
the niemher indicated surprise at the statement of the secuiily oHicei. 

The security officer did not testify and therefore could not have 
test'bed as to the employee’s apparent preoccupation with labor unions 
J lie following is lifted from (he transcript of the secnriU hoard 
hearing and is the only .tiling that could be found pertaiiiin«r to 
this matter: e 


Attornky Do you I'lwml the Daily Workei now. 01 al anv time,' sm cuthoritv 
on trade union movements? 

Km pun kk. Xo. 

Sf ci.iiiT\ Officer How do you know if von have ne\ or read il v 
, K.Mi>m»vi;k The nilthorities—the reason I said ‘No" is hec.uisc the icsearch 
material mentioned nothing about a Daily AVo 1 ker. : 

’With respect to the statements reported by (ho Fund (lmt (lie 
employee denied ever haying subscribed to or received a Worker, tins 
is also false as the transcript of the hearing reflects: 

ncum. Mkmuf,k I think for the recnnPwe' might get fln^ straight Mow long 
you*i>ersii11ally? ' * h,S iUhh ^ du,in - ‘ his M^ibthat the Da.h Worker came to 

Employee. 1 would say approximately January ID-47 until t left in the summer 
session, perhaps in Julv or August | don’t rememher exactiv. 

I*o\ju> Mfmmi h. Do you know if the Dad> Workei lonliiiued after Julv? 

LurioAi-K No. - II it actually i nine, I never saw it 

ntS’lSw ^ dUlit, ' mU wl,,, « 30,1 "° r " ;lt for the 7 

Employee, Yes. 
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In case 51, which is reported starting on page CO of the Fund's 
published case studies of personnel security, misinterpretation of the 
departmental regulations is also used to discredit the entire program. 
Described merely as a civil service employee who had been employed 
tor 7 years, the committee’s investigation determined the employee 
relerrod to was an employee of the Post Office Department. ’ 

1 he report states that the agency, security officer might, at his 
discretion, suspend an employee, pending the outcome of the case. 
As a matter of tact, there is no such provision. 'flu* security officer 
can recommend such suspension, but the responsibility f is lodged* 
by these regulations in the Assistant Postmaster General or other 
bureau head having jurisdiction. ,, # a 

I lie report, as published by the Fund, attempts to show a disregard 
by the Government ot the physical well-bping of employees who are 
involved in the loyalty-sec.urity progriurir It directs attention to the 
tact that the employee requested a 2j!fFmths' continuance because of 
illness, followed by hospitalizatioii^jfnd aii .operation, and that the 
board only granted a 2 weeks' continuance. As a matter of fact, 
the in format ion in the liles otVlj^)epartment reveals that an inquiry 
was made of the Veterans' A\flninistration hospital where the em¬ 
ployee was admitted asTi^tTe^ from chronic laryngitis on 

May 12, 10;>4, and that the patient was discharged .on May 10, 1054, 
“able to resume prehospital employment." When these facts were 
revealed, the employee-attorney agreed to be ready for la hcarinjr 
sooner. ' . 


I he case study riders to the questioning of the emplovee a“s to his 
ivason^ (,„■ leaving tliu Communist Party, hut there was nolstatement 
ol tlu> laet that the employee had admitted there were efforts by the 
t ommmusts to have lnm serve on a picket line, distribute literature, 
or bu\ hooks. Also, no comment is made in the published [report on 
ie act that, when questioned about attendance at Communist meet¬ 
ings. the .employee did admit that all persons in attendance at the 
l nmmimist meetmgs held Communist 1’artv cards,' as did the em¬ 
ployee himself. Moreover, the printed case study does (not show- 
hat the questmuing elicited from the employee an admission that, he 
had attended several meet imp prior to his actual memliership, a fact 
whirl, has some hearing on the employee's explanat ion that lie thought 
he was ionium s» organization when he joined the Communist 

Kirly I he published study further discloses that, the employee was 
requested Jo delme such words as “proletariat," and “dialectical ma¬ 
terialism. As a matter of fact, he was not asked for such definitions. 
What he was asked was whether these terms had any significance 
oi meaning <«> him m light of questioning a .s to whether he'had read 
the writings ol Marx, henm, and Stalin. 1 

Cas>“ ;.s :ls reported, startin.tr on page 85 of the published studies 
t ase ,.,s as reported.starting on page Sf> of the published studies: 
that the employee “had no access to secret (iovermnent documents;* 
I lie employee was an *8,000 per year edneational administrator in a 
I mted Mates trust territory. The inference that merely because the 
cm pun oe was an educational administrator, no secret’ Government 
documents passed over Ins desk, makes ridiculous the Fund's infer- 
cn.-c that this employee should not he considered as a threat to the 
sw m it \ ol the 1 mted States. Mis mere presence'in an important 
I mted Mates trust territory properly brought him under security 
regulations. J 


I he committee has not attempted pi cases previously dismissed, nor 
<loes It intend in future eases, to deal with'confidential Government 
inlorinalion not made available to the Fund for the Republic attor¬ 
ney-interviewer. Case 58 points strongly to the damage such one¬ 
sided presentation ol the loyalty-security program can cause to the 
program if still. Documentary evidence in possession of the Govern- 
"lent shows eonelusively that, the emphnee identified as eatfe^ re¬ 
peatedly-lied in answers to tpiestioiis relating to those individuals 
ident died in the published ease study as “A’’and “H”. JwfPrea so liable 
persim reviewing nil. of the evidence available cquU^mve- possibly 
voted to retain tins emplovee in Federal service ^respective of the 
t net th:it ho had once boon cleared under K\ecn t i ve ( h:d*>v \ . B u t 
the (»o\ eminent \s frontmenl of its ci\il at- 

tempt to expose this as harsh and inhumane is attempted by recitation 
ol account* not directly nnolved in the, security hearing itself. The 
published case study reports that the employee returned to the United 
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States “and obtained a counsel at the end of April 1054. It contin¬ 
ues “Employee's family did not rejoin him until November 1954.” 
By this language the report leaves the implication that the Govern¬ 
ment was responsible for the long separation between the employee 
and his family. This implication is unjustified inasmuch as it was 
the employee’s decision that his family remain iivjthe trust territory 
of the Pacific Ocean since he felt he would return upon clearance. 

The published report also leaves an inference that the; expense of 
transportation of the eniplqjp6e from his duty station outside the 
United States to Washingj^n was borne by him;j Actually, the de¬ 
partment paid for the not only of the employee,' but of his en¬ 
tire family, at a. cost oi^h224.38. ,! 

The published ca^stiuly in dealing with case'No. 112, starting on 
r page 153, starts “The employees in this case jwere husband and 
wife who were j^nplo}red in aiFederal fliouskeepmg’ agency.” ,Con¬ 
siderable time^as devoted to locating these cases within the, G c f iiei.jjJu 
Services.. Administration^the only agency popularly -kno w nroritF 
“hoiiscl<ec'ping^activitiesf The employees, however, wei;e discovered 
to be not employees of GSA but of the Government Printing Office, i 

The employees were served with statements of charges by the 
Government Printing Office and both resigned th^ir positions. The I 
litigation dealt with by the Fund for the Republic Jdeals more with an 1 
effort to have* the Government reject the resignations rather than a, 
recitation which deals with security considerations. In view of the] 
fact that this case did not go to a hearing board and there, were no 
procedures which would permit a .different.handling by the Govern¬ 
ment Printing Office, only- the Fund-for the Republic can explain 
why it was dealt with in such great detail as a security matter; 

Case No. lo(>, reported on page 158, involves an! employee charged 
with being a member of the| Communist Party. , To discredit the 
loyalty-security program, the report is quite extensive and quotes 
considerably from the transcript. Much of what is Quoted is the 
material of cross-examination and is quoted'obviously for the pur¬ 
pose of showing,unfavorable aspects to the employee. As a matter 
of fact, the transcript contains cross-examinationj which was favor- 
, able to the , employee. And, of course, the case study definitely j 
omitted this material. * i - j 

In reporting on case No. 190, which appears on page 189 of the 
published studies, the Fund report states that the employee did not 
have a cony of the transcript of the 1948 hearing. The report does 
not reveal whether or not a copy had been furnished the employee 
in 1948 or that under procedures then in force she c|ould have obtained! 
a copy at the time of the earlier hearing had she so desired. 

'Hie Fund-financed study is also misleading in| that it states than 
the attorney for the Government Department announced at the hear¬ 
ing that the Department had no live witnesses “and that the Depart-] 
mentis information is in the form of a report by the FBI from which] 

4 1 \\ ill paraphrase extracts.’ ” As a matter of fact), the full quotation 
is as follows as reflected by the transcript of the testimony. It will! 
be noted from this quote that the Government was paraphrasing the! 
FH1 report in order to make the knowledge contained therein avail- 1 
able to the employee and her counsel and that this knowledge was 
not necessary for the board: 

Tin* Department Ims no live witness Our information is in the form of a 
report of the Fill from which l will pnniphrase extracts, since the Board already, 
knows, in order that the employee and her counsel will know. - j 

The study further indicates an intent to cause the reader to, infer 
. that 11 ie chairman of the Security Board in one instance tried to indi-' 
cate that*he could not comment on the reliability of the FBI inform-j 
ant, but (lie context of the whole tiling indicated that the Board was 
talking about the identity and the reliability of tlie informant. 

A review of lie transcript of the hearing compared with the study 
as printed by the Fund for the Republic reflects^ an' instant in tliis^ 
case where material was taken out of context to raise the implication 
of bias concerning color/ , * L 

The study also indicates that “the hearing was ready to end on the] 
same day; it was, nevertheless, continued until the next day.” The 
report fails, however, to indicate that the purpose!of the continuance 
was to permit witnesses brought by the employee to testify. * 
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/Ilie funds method of concealing the identities of; (he employees 
involved in the case studies reproduced has made it extremely difficult 
for the committee to identify thcseemployees. While the committee 
is continuing its investigation in this field, this report is unable to 
compare the cases reported, with the facts as reflected by the complete 
file excluding" the security information. In addition to those cases 
reported in detail^ the committee lias atap found slight discrepancies 
in other reported cases such as cases Mos. 60, 64, 81, 82, 107, 146, 175, 
and 224. While the committee has th^ribecl the discrepancies in these 
cases as minor, they are not snd^when considered in light of the 
program of the Fund of discounting the loyalty-security program. 
An illustration of the chafacttr of these discrepancies'found by the 
committee in the listed cast^j^s the case No. 107. This case involves 
a clerk in the The charge was Communist 

association. The employee was suspended and service later terminated. 

The case study states (p. 145) that therein pi oyee\s attorney,stated 
that no'Attorney General’s list of designated organizations existed in 
1948, a date of importance in one o^flie charges. As a matter of 
fact, the organization referred thwjfe on the list as released by the 
Attorney General to th e Loral ^v f ^dew Boarjl on December 4, 1947. 
The report further states (p. answered every 

question put to him by the board or his counsel in detail. A close 
reading of the transcript discloses, however, that the employee’s 
counsel, on 13 occasions, objected and prevented the employee from 
answering questions directed to him by the chairman [of the hearing 
board. • 

This report in the discussion of; the case studies obtained under the 
direction of Adam Yarmolinsky and financed by the! Fund for the 
Republic has restricted its discussion to only the case studies printed 
and distributed by the Fund for the Republic. They represent about 
•one-seventh of the complete'cases obtained by the Fund during this 
project. The committee has reviewed the case studiesioblained from 
sources other than'the Fund for the Republic, which denied the cases 
to the committee, and finds that the treatment of the loyalty-security 
program is similar in the Fund published cases. * The published as 
well as the uiiufublished case studies were turned over by the Fund 
for the RepidHie to tlie special committee on the Federal loyalty- 
security program-of the Association of the Bar of tile city of New’ 
York. TjJsspecial committee, financed by the Fund for the Republic 
at a \ost^n excess of a' hundred thousand dollars, issued its report 
on th^Jnyalty-security program in the form of a book published by 
Dodcumead &_Co r in 1956. While the tax-exempt funds financed this 
shldyftne American people, to learn the findings of the special com¬ 
mittee of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York, were 
required to pay $5 per copy. ! 

A reading of the report of the special conimittee of the N T ew’ York 
Bar points strongly to the fact that the case studies w*|ith which this 
report has dealt in some detail, formed the basis for the special com¬ 
mittee’s recommendations. While it is true that the book of the 
special conimittee lists the names of several dozen conferees, the com¬ 
mittee’s inquiry discloses that many of the individuals 1 con¬ 
tributed nothing to the study itself. In listing the comf^rees, the 
inference is intended that these people contributed faajmnlly to the 
study and its resultant findings. However, the comndjlfee found that 
several, individuals listed as conferees were eontacta^rand, in response 
to the contact, advised 1 the special committee tj^rcthey were willing 
to appear whenever the special committee deseed to hear from them. 
However, after promising the special cofcgffiittee full cooperation, 
nothing further was heard fronr them and no testimony was taken. 

On page 53 of the ^ Fedcp j^J^iy^ y- Seciirity Program,” the pub¬ 
lished report of the • s pe c: i ale (Tm^YrilTe se studies 

in personnel security collected under Yarmolinsky were assumed to 
be exactly what Yarmolinsky'claims them to be: 

These histories are collected, with the consent of tlic employees involved, 
from the tiles of the lawyers who advised or represented them. ! The reports are 
of necessity incomplete, because the Government file, which was not released 
to the employee, was also not available to our interviewers. ■ 

* 

The special conimittee also accepted the Yarmolinsky case studies . 
as being factual evidence: 
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of . ,h<f l ' J,ses of »nju«l !<•<■>? which have arisen uni lor the nwgrnms 
woto line to. inadequate screening ofdrrogalory information hs m re*fflt niiinv 
charges were mude l»y screening officers wliieli Inter prined It., m^grinindlesl 
eawshiK unnecessary damage to the life ami reputation of tlayperson charged 
oiHl unnecessary suspensions yoiifrnry to the interests ofj^Ptloxeminent."' 

,T N|'«- lork Times, July 14, ll>57,1 1 ‘tin l,.,tlip rilltm' Ijj- ttinlle.fU Pnns.il _ 

Tlie special committee acknowledged I lint it""hadTecyi"ve(T*li 11 ml reds 
of other case studies from the fund-financed project. Thev use<| these 
Case studies without: any apparent attempt to vitrify the facts repre¬ 
sented therein. An investigation by the special committee would have 
found the studies largeb^Uiaseil and mifuctual. liven 1 m the absence 
of the hearing trail semft or the information contained:in (he Govern¬ 
ment hie, some casesHvere mifactiml on their face. Merelv a readme- 
of certain cases ivanld have shown that the studies' inference that (lie 
Government, Aoi Jfl not, or did not, make a transcript of hearin«s avail* 
able to the entv/Syee was false. ' , 

The ( ■o a iUti^ it ^ piiAlov eiTimeiiLSecnritv .was established l»v Public 

itypptc I fo itni*niic.>o v rrrwl/Vii tli., l.,... i... j 


,iui'y^i' "T^s purpose'under the law j was to review 
he Goy6him6m.s internal security as it related to its employees. Its 
authority, amt scope were' much'hroader than the interest'assumed 
by the special committee on the Federal lovaltv-securilr pro-ram of 
the Association of the Par of the City of \'cw York. The know ledge 
possessed by certain niemliers of the Commission on Government Se¬ 
curity was sought, by the special committee. This fact isiaeknow ledma! 
by review of the list of conferees. ' ■ n 

hen the printing of the report of the special committee was made 
available to the public at. the cost of $3. the Commission on Govern- 
nient. Security observed a conflict m views. The evidence beitm 
obtained and analyzed bv the Commission on Government Security 
pointed to a need for the continuation of the loyaltVrsocuritv pro¬ 
grams such as the international employees lovaltv program and (lie 
port security program. On the other hand, the Evidence considered 
i)} the ruiKl foi the Republics finaiiuecl committee on loyaltv-seniritv 
apparently justified the recommendation .for disco.,tinuane'e of these 
programs. I he eyidenee considered by the special committee ap¬ 
parently supported a recommendation for the almlishment of lovaltv- 
seeurity programs as involved nonseuhitivc, |Kisitions in the Gbverii- 
Jiient, while at the same time thfl^onuuibsioifs evidence just died 
continuance. ^ J 

To fulfill its obligations uurffsr the law of basing its limlings and 
recommendations upon .thwfonsi derat ion of all available facts (he 
cooperation of the sp.elhtf committee was sought. On August 27 
IT) i, a member of the st;m of the Commission on Government Security 
ca . 1,ed U Isti,tf director of the special com'- 


r . ' - i ct i \ wm- 

rhe School at Columbia Uni- 


mittee. Chen 

versity, was requested to make available to the Commission on Gov¬ 
ernment Seuffjity any documentation which supported generallv the 
special coffin ittee’s recommendations. In refusing the docinn'enta- 
tion, ^CatJiam suggested that the retpiest be further negotiated bv 

°f tlie Commission, an'd Mr. Bonsai. ebamnah 
or tlie special committee. 

The staff member of the Commission reported that on the basis of 
Ins conversations with Mr. Cheatham of the special committee, that 
committee had nothing of any value in the way of documentation, 
rehitmjr to either international or^imixsitions lovalfv |>m<nam or 
poit.security. It was his impression that both reronimend'Hons to 
abolish were made solely because the areas involved nmi-Government 
personnel. 

Mr. M right wrote Mr. Bonsai, and on September Iff. 1!)5(», received 
a negative reply, which reads as follows as it relates to the programs 
mentioned above: 1 e 

As to material pertaining to tlie port security anil into ii.iiium.iI organ ix it ion-, 
?! T'n ,lu ' I "till i-shell material which yon h.r.e, the onlv material 

ill the hies would lie suggestions ami comments from the mauv nciailc whom 
we interviewed in preparation of our report. As I mentioned iov„n when 
.ton weie good enougl, to meet with our comnnltee in New York all (hove in- 

w-onrn rW"'” ,,n to'*'* »"<• commuted lias felt ,| “t 

t would not be appropriate for us to release any notes which we or the -a iff 
may lane made with regard to them. ' * ot tm, staff 

■ The report of the special committee on rhe Federal loxall v-sectirilv 
progiam has much to Say'about confidential informants. "While x't 


ft 
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approves their use, it (foes so under conditions which guarantee their ; 

reliability. The protection of the identity of confidential [Govern¬ 
ment information, including informants, is one of the reasons ad’. < 
vanned l>\ the special committee for restricting the Federal [loyalty- 
security program to those employees holding sensitive positions. / 

From an examination of the bias possessed by sonic of the special 
committees conferees, the special committee exempted itself from 
the condition of establishment of reliability of its informants. By I 

denying its documents to an official agency of the United Stales Gov¬ 
ernment, one charged with the responsibility under the law, the face¬ 
less informer remains faceless, and the reliability of his information 
remains <{uestjonable. 5 j | 

Fu'ii after denying to the Commission on Government Security the 
documents under which its recommendations were based (iriferna- I 

tioiial employees and port security), the special committee’s chairman | 

publicly objected to the recommendations of the Commission* in these ! 

areas. Wrote Mr. Bonsai to the New York Times on July 8| 1957: ’ 

The < *cammvsi«uihint twit attempt so In liitiii tin; programs. On the 1 contrary*' i 

it woulit evicml them not only to the ^egMatho ami judicial brandies of the 
(Jo\orninoni, but to the fix i 1 air inmsport as well* The Commission suggests that I 

a t n ll air Hansport program would be a protection against sabotage. As we • ; 

stated in our own repmt **in onr closely integrated society tlie danger of possible [- 

-.abotaue e\NK nL liteialty tens of thousands of places and from almost the I 

w boh' popnlat ion * + * ’j ! 

"If the Nation embai Ks on personnel security clearance of employees jto prevent ' 

sabotage in one section of industry, the logic of the policy would call for its 
extension widely through industry and business * * * This logic wjonlri thus • ' 

lead to peacetime pci sonnet security cleanim e‘ for almost all citizens'. j 

■The danger to lfherH from such a course should cause us to set; ourselves 1 

resolutely against it Rather, the Nation should rely, as it has in the past, on 
othei measures * 0 * f l hese measures include, counterespioirage and adequate 
ph,\swal plot eel iou of all installations *' ; 

The appropriation made to the Association of the Bar of j the city : 

of New York has not been the only appropriation made to it by the j 

the Fund for tiie Republic. On April 22, 1957, it was announced by 
the president of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York 
that the “association would conduct a professional and objective study ' | 

of procedures in connection with the issuance, denial and withdrawal ! 

of passports." The press release indicates that the study to be I tin a need i 

In the Fund was a new interest, resulting from confusion over pass- i 

port- policy in ‘‘recent months 5 ’. ! j 

Immigration and passport matters have been one.of the subjects of j 

interest to Robert M. Hutchins as far back as July 11)52, when the 
docket to the trustees of the Ford Foundation was prepared urging 
the trustees to appropriate to the Fund for the Republic a sum in j 

addition to$l million appropriated in October 1951. Asa mutter of * [ 

fact, on November 17, 1955, the Fund for the Republic appropriated i 

$25,000 to the Committee on Internal Security of the Bar Association 
of the District of Columbia to conduct an investigation into 1 the pol- j 

ivies ami procedures in passport matters. The money was appropri- - < \ 

ated, conditioned upon the District of Columbia bar establishing a • ■ 

tax-exempt foundation to receive such funds nyd to conduct such 
icsenrch. In April 195b, the bar association voted to authorize (he , 

incorporation and it was thereafter incorporated as the Bar’Associa¬ 
tion Research Foundation. From the notice of April 22, 1957, to the 
idled that the Fund for the Republic had made an appropriation to - ' 

the Association of the Bar of the city of New York, it would appear I 

that the Fund for the Republic dropped the District of Columbia bar 
as a rec ipient of funds to conduct the identical research. The.doeu- , 

incuts of the Fund for the Republic in possession of the committee 
do not indicate the reason for the change in venue. In lights of the 
refusal of the Fund for the Republic to make its files available, it 
can only be assumed that the reason for the change of venue 1 resulted 
from the discussion of the members of the Bar Association of title 
District of Columbia when the grant from the Fund for the Republic 
was brought tip for discussion. The discussion resulted in some very , 

uncomplimentary statements being made bv the members of the Dis- ! 

frid of Columbia bar about both the Fund for the Republic and its 
proposed investigation. While the creation of the tax-exempt! founda¬ 
tion to accept the funds was approved by the membeiship by a narrow 
margin, it might well have been the debate which caused the Fund for 
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the ‘Republic to seek fWffmnrt which would be more favorable to its J 
cause. But tins is merely supposition on tlie committees part as the i 
report and findinas^of'the special group investigating passport-pro- j 
cedures has issiiwno report,. ~ I - . i 

In additionJothe appropriations to investigate the lovalty-secnrity j 
Program an#To -investigate passport procedure^, the Fund for the j 
Republic hjffs appropriated additional fnndsdo the Njeyv York Bar As- \ 
sociatlmj^On September 7, 1955', the Fund forwarded to Mr. Allen 1 
T. ^Association of the Bar.of the City of New York, 1 T 
Thi«fflfm^v was appropriated by the Fund to provide for the retm-, 
bursemenf of costs, including attorneys’ fees, of respondents in secur¬ 
ity cases, primarily in private industry. On February 1955, the . 
Fund ffranted the association $5,000, Fiftv percent of this was ear¬ 
marked to aid Puerto Ricans being tried on sedition fa sea. 

The appropriation of’funds to support individuals wlm were sub¬ 
ject to loyaltv-security eh arses or indictments related h*edition have 
not been limited by the two appropriations to theLjfew York bar. j 
That appropriations similar to these are clearly no^within the intent j 
of Congress as related to tax-exempt edneational^stitutiqns there can j 
he no doubt. But in addition to the above sram^thejFund on August ! 
11, 1955, appropriated $10,000 to the Tolede^flnr Association. This, 
money was designatedhv the Fund in he^Ked for furnishing assist¬ 
ance in unpopular causes and cases.-ajil^rsiipnort legal referral work 
on security cases. The Yolunteer pefl^leii? Committee. Tnc., Boston, 
Ala sc:. w as aimropriateih^W^ft^ffvdffirr^ul^^ appro¬ 

priated to permit the YPO to hire a public-relations counselor, to 
prepare a booklet exnbuning the VDG and in addition to work on 
cases involving sedition. j 

The largest graurbv the Fund with the result nut lend effect of en¬ 
couraging add jjjwnrrltng an individual for refusing to give testimony 
against n^e^rV the appropriation of $150’,00(V tjo the .^ lericaj n 
FviomU Se^ncT Committee. TIPs a propria t ion was in ad^TiFmTd “ 
-ffon>o^riffT(^rpfthe? AFSC for studies relating to schools, j 
desegregation and Indians. As'this report set forth [earlier, the com¬ 
mittee is making no investhm#ions into these areas and these ri^ipro- 
pihUrnns shall not he dealt with in this report, i 

With respect to the $150,000. .which appropriation* falls within the 
interest of the committee, the Three-Year Report of the Fund de¬ 
scribes it merely as a grant “for the support of the right of conscience 
program of the American Friends Service Committee for the'purpose ’ 
of fair trial and adequate counsel. v This language asjouotod from the 
Three-Year Report can bo intended only to deceive* by leaving the ' 
lmpre^ion of a relationship to religious beliefs. The Fund for the * 
Republic knew the exact purpose for which the money!was to lie spent. 

An example of this taken directly from the proposal made to the 
Fund by the AFSC shows clearly that the money was appropriated 
not for the purpose ns described' in the Three-Year Report, but was 
for purposes not covered by such a description r | 

It is anticipated that the area of greatest need currently 
and in the immediate future lies in support of individual 
conscience against growing requirements of loyalty oaths 
and the heavy pressures, legal and otherwise, to inform on the 
activities and beliefs of one*s friends. The right of the in¬ 
dividual to refuse, on grounds of conscience, such demands of ‘, 
the state, i« not dearly established in the law and practice of ' 
our Government. Manv have suffered loss of‘employment, 
position, and respect, because they obeyed conscience rather 
than the slate. Wo believe that legal aid and support to such 
persons can sf reugthen freedom of conscience. * 

The above quote is lifted from the proposal of the AFSC' sub¬ 
mitted to the Fund on February 14. 1955, This program is clearly 
outside the nature of the activities in which the Congress intended 
tax-exempt, organizations to engage. The committee suggests that 
Hie description for the program as set forth in the] 3-year study was 
worded as it was to conceal the facts from Internal Revenue. We are 
of the opinion that the Fund refuses to make its tiles available to the 
committee because it desires to conceal the details of assistance which 
AFSC lias rendered. , 1 






.oskins, executive sec- 
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On,May 2«, 1055. the Fund wrote Lewis K. 
retary of t lie AFfeC i~ '---a 

I am pleased to tell von that, the hoard of directors of the 
Fund for the Republic has authorized a grunt of $ 150,000 to 
the American Friends Service Committee for a, 2-year pro- | 

, . {Tram designated to strengthen the rights of freedom ot con- 
• science as outlined in the proposal submitted to us under date 
of"February 14,1955. .Our check for this amount is enclosed. 

We understand that this 1 {riant will he allocated-approxi¬ 
mately as follows: $100,000"for legal fees and; court, costs. , 

$20,000 for assistance in cases of economic hardship, and 
$80,000 for administrative costs. 

Tt is interesting to compare the proposals as set forth in AFSC’s j- 
document of February 14, 1955, and the language 'contained in the ; 
Fund's 8-vetir study. The program approved by the hnnci tor the 
Republic is described in the document, of February ]14, 1955: 

Vclhiift: Tlio American Friends Service Onnimlltee will! endeavor to assist 
individuals wltose right* and freedom of eoliselenee linve been U'aeed in leopm '!.'' 

|n- offering the services of c<mi|ieteut local eoimse.l to reiiresent the liidmdii.H | 
in court and 1 he grant of funds to help meet, legal ousts We J 1 ‘ | 

to support in practical ways tliose who lm\e Seen denied full ami fm <\ i i « 
of conscience Knemiragojnenf to tlie individual to stand hy tile 'hetalcs of hi* 
conseienee will also present opportunity, through Ihp Jihihh 1 •’ •'' J *' . I 
Government, to secure interi>retation« of s|„lutes and adininiMvatoe legnl.ituii * i 
which infringe upon the ccmst.itulioiuil guarantees of freedom of consc ience as 
eintmdied in the Hist, amendment to the Constitution of the TJnited St.ilc. 

Snpiiort of conscience against ilie demands of .tint sj,ate for niilii.u' suxlci , 
continues to he of concern to Friends. During recent year the ' ,’;™: 

scicnl ions ohj.-etors ,io war and ennsiripllcm Imvo been swelled .mil somi.wh.it, , 

more fullv. Mm;h remains to he .. In Midi areas as l.io.ideim^ ttn ; 

,concept of religious beliefs as a basis for eonsetentmu* "hJeelors. the »-'««; , 
counsel others to obey,the higher moral law when n conflicts with th.it f t 
state: and the problem' of repeated prosecutions arising out of Hint limed 

scienliims ohli'ction to a particular demand of the stale ' , , I 

It is anticipated that the area of greatest need currently and u> the iinuieili.iti , 

• future lies in support of individual conseienee, against growing rnpin cnients oi , 
lovaltv oaths and the beany pressures, legal and otherwise, to^ infoim on the ; 
activities and Ixdiefs of one’s fltends The right of the Individual t.. r.-WTse , 
on grounds of-conseienee. such demands of the state, is licit .-learlv estnhlf'-liod , 
in the law and practice of our Government Main inne suffered l ‘ ,n ' i 

plovinent. |msition, and respect lit^nuse they nlieved conscience ratheiyfian tlie 
state- We believe flint. legntj^T iilld support, to such persons c an^ftrengl lien 
freedom of conscience. , 

Hv September oOJRTtf, only one expenditure Inullbjp liiurle from 
the $150,000 apm^priation of the Fund for the Pepwmc. I his ex-, 

■* pendit.ure, ki JJPejunount of $1,000, \sjps paid to A. T Muste, 1 rovi-. 
sional DeJ(MufcCommitteo.New Yorj^Titv. -**-w*w*^~ - 

A. J. Muste, a Socialist, paffltMr leader in the Fmted Mates. is 
president of the Fellpwshj p^f if ivcconeil i a 1 ion. S lie expend it me is 
the initial (a>ntribritd?5Tf^^ fo V 

purpose of paving attorney's fees, court costs, and lines of 2b l- j 
viduals who on June 15, 1055, gathered in City 1*1 all 1 aih in rsew 
York City and refused to take c"o\ei\ as ordered, during a mock air 
-raid drill' The 20 were arrested by citv police and civil defence olh-j 
cials alid charged w ith violation of the New York State Defense 
Emergency Act of 1051, which makes it a misdemeanor for unauthor-l 
ized persons to refuse to take shelter during a .civil defense drill. 
Conviction carries a penalty of up to 1 year in jail and/or not more 

than $500 fine. ' 0 ~ ... i 

The appropriation hy the American hnonds Service ( omnnttee or 
‘ $1,000 to the DffiyifiioiiuJ.J.)efcnse Committee was on the ground that 
the group arrested sought only to follow their conference and remain 
tn the park during the drill.’- The Provisional Defence Committee 
intends 1 to carry the State Defense Emergency Act on a test ot con¬ 
stitutionality to the Supreme Court of the Cnited Slates itselt. 1 he 
' $ 1,000 appropriated to the'Provisional Defense Committee was a pre¬ 

liminary amount decided upon by tlie American friends Service 
Committee and if is indicated, on the evidence in the committees 
possession, that this original appropriation commits them for further 
contributions to defray ail estimated additional: cost of $;C»,000 to 
carry the case to the*Supreme Court of the 1 uiiterl States. 

The committee has not sought review of the lily of the American 
Friends Service Committee for the purpose of examining other ex¬ 
penditures made to date because ol tlie position taken by the Amen-| 
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Ciin'Friends Service*'GoinniitteftVincomio<;tion .wifli (he commiftoes 

' ' '.L I* . 1 ^ .....U.Wr. isnktinixiArl 1 ll Kilt \V if li if <*\ invest mai ion 


M>Uyewardingqrotherwise^linrtpoisilly assisting mdi vuliials m ho nave 
.resigned or who have"lost-ytheir yunplpyment as a result ol refusing 
to test i f y in, offi c i a \ proceed i n gs ] a hoi 1t ot 1 1 e r i i id i v i < 1 11 a 1 s; I I his money 
has also been used; to reward a California school ollicialh\lio resigned 
his-position - a ftcr^niibtlicV r,, oflk:ial of the school hoard,|was returned 
from his employment because.ofnnenihership in certain organic! ions. 
, A The' committee isY>l thd opinion that.a detailed examjination ot the 
expenditures made: to date ‘would jfcflcet ’among these* expendil nres 
* appropriahions of money to pay court costs and legal lees in behatl ol 
.Mary Knowles, wluVhas*heen discussed earlier.in tltis report. 

Tn glowing termsithe 1 Fuiid describes a &\<H)0 grant which it made 
vto the American Fri^iids'Service Coninnttee rudio-tape/jprogram: 

'’i This *jr rant. a« sister! fluoAFS( \ av i 
utMfinnL iwl si'Ikmj! sv^lVms. The a 


$** 

xviHi il^mnnlcMi 

stations ami school systems. Tlie aium^^hinlirol i- 
contribution aa as .iiii'inurkett; for a cortukrtmmUcr of 
liberties: ,» ' * r ; 

'■ .The AFSO pro^riimV-feature Kthviir Rnmiyll. aa bo 
radio division and lias lioofijIirojiW 

_> *_ 1 t n.'n" 


pnariams f<n i;ttr:il radio 
, $1 ILOnn. and the Fund's 
pro^j-.in]s llevoied to < i\ il 




is * hargo of t lie Fr load's 
and < I 1111 di .mduun-es tor manv 
years? ^Mr Uaiidnll usually interviews »Americans and foreign notable*. .aid 
coumionN on sm-h topics as the;hood foj international f ooper.il ion hum na¬ 
tive in'olwl^ for, Wrtenlevcdopeil amis, hfotliorlmnd pome and freedom These 
programs were requested hv r 2N3 % stnlion^' for a total of more than 10,1 1 I Ino.id- 
easts. *'Some were,sent 0> networks Mr Randal! estimates that'ea<h broad¬ 
en stv (excluding network liroadt aMs 1 ! had an nvcnuK 1 audience of - ’One 

Tliirtv-nine universities and school hoards h.ive roi|t tested program* Mueh 
of the material goes direc tly into the classrooms of both elemental \ and setniul- 
ary schools ^ " „ v . ^ 

* »Ft;om the. glowing description given to this projeH 'by the Fund 
for the.Republic, it aa ould,be assumed that the. Fund for! the Republic 
was interested in expending its moiiey for a coniimiation nr, in fad, 
a broadening of such a laudable service. However, niter the Ameri¬ 
can- TViends' Service Committee radio division had expended the 
$a,000 and requested additional grants, the Fund refused the grants, 
expressing itself as basing its action on a feeling that it did not carry 
enough of the civil liberties theme. If tin* programs did not carry 
enough of the civil liberties theme to justify continuation of the 
grant, then, cert a inly, the Fund knew that it did not justify the 
original grant and it therefore becomes interesting lo discover how 
the Fund interested itself in the program in the first place. 

Bv memorandum dated April ‘2i, 10fm, Hallock IIoHman athi^erl 
Koherl Maymual Hutchins that,‘'I lane encouraged AFSFto include 
more civil liberties material and let us pay some of [their cosH." 
Hoffman's memo‘concluded: 


They cannot (icvotcpnorc flian a part of thoii time 
accept Jfi.” 000 from 11 ^. ami flnarantce is a proportional turn 
liberties ami nicial'inlctrraturn 


to eivil Iihcrt ics they ill 
111 tin* ItcM ot i t a 1 ! 

1 


We ought to giA*e them the money af onto 1 ' 1 Oik!* it lh.it we cm do tuna 
onr prcM'nl appi'opriation. hut am road.A loprepaiea <lo< ket item if m»i i^nv 

Alt would then seem that Mr. IiandalFs inclusion of civil-liherties 
items did not meet the demands of t he Fund for tin* KcpuMicaiuh for 
that reason, it was canceled, the laudatory purposes of t he program as 
established in the-1 year report to the coni rar\, 

( ( 

STUDY OF COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN MAJOR SEGMENTS OF’ 

, UNITED STATES SOCIETY 


One of the most dillicult phases of the commit tee's investigation of 
the Fund for the Republic results in the conflict between aa hat the 
directors of the Fund approved as a project of the* Fund, and what the 
ollicers of the Fund claim they approved in ollicial iepnrts, speeches 
and other’documents; The ‘hyear report of the Fund sets forth that 
the*directors in November 15KSM authorized a study of (’omimimd in¬ 
fluences in major segments of United States society. However, an 
examination of the minutes of the, meeting of No\emhot Is, ID.vy 
shows that it was.not Communist influences \Alnch was the ^uhjeH 
matter voted by the board of director^, hut, rather, that the directors 
appropriated $^5U,0(J0 for a ^Definitive History of Cofimiunism in the 



i 


I 
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\ 'idled Status. Tim >byear report Mum goes on to say that jin June 
1U:VI it was suggested that, the project might analyze Communist in¬ 
fill ration and indoctrination methods, together with an investigation 
of the methods tised to resist them. .The minutes of June >10,‘ 1954, 
lulled I lull the hoard derided to modify the scope, of the history of 
tlie Communist, Party in tlie 17niter! States injtosmaller projectswhich 
\\ouhl shed light, on Communist. Party activities in the United Staley. 
The hoard \ oted t hatthe project shouhheonsider: ' 1 A 

Aii.il> sis of CimiiLiiiikijU espionage and (h) infiltration-anti imlnrtriiuj^Tort 
tni’lhiHW with rin|»li:iM's on (lit; sfiuly of mlillrntjiui of groups Mich iisjfflnoiis, 
ItMchris. He, :iml I hr mrlhoUs usrtl by such groups to turn bark Cranuinist 
infill r;i t itut 

I he b-vear report then reflects that. Professor (JlinhQU^Kosgitoi’ of 
( ornell was appointed d i red or of the project. Thc?4^BH-l?nowP 
edited that nndfcr Mr. Ro&s iters direction a group of scholars were 
to*prepare a juries of books on Communist influence, past and!present, 1 
in the Uniyjfl States, The fields to be covered and the mi&Kors re- • 
sponsible Inr the research in iamb held were listed thereal'i 


ol^ilir Communist I’arty in llio United ! 
Conmniinvin and Aiiii-Cmiiiimiiisin (1945-5(1 


er-* College. < 'otumbia Unjvrisjty 
ComiuunjMii in the Lnbor M«»\ 
CnuiiiumiNin in itrligion : U;l1])1i] 

<'nuuumiiMn iti thwernmefff" - ” 

< ’luiitmini^ni in KUiie.it inn * UifiTeT 


lies : Theodore 

David Alfkhannon, Toacli- 
"VrV^ awaafieiirAiTJnra 


< VnuminiNin and l.it( k rat m 

Com nm n i^ii] and I tie M;i^ It 1 

l 'oiniinun^nnand Hie S<m oil Siinet.iir 
Cmniuntil>viji and < ipmion-AIaktn 
College ,f 

assure 


ell, Furl mm.' 
it‘ologiral Seminary. 
n t Amherst College 



Groups':Siolnf 1\ Uorlio, Havetford 


P> pr*\{^ 7 release dated January .*>1, 1955, the Fund announced^ 

T >pnaM ii-F id hm t. professor of art and archeology at Prmeej ^M ,_ 

ve rsity.^oRTfrAtwler(ake tlusst udy s *of communism and ^ffnencan art.” 
As tlie *>- \ea \ report issued in May 19f>(> fails to list communism and 
American art a^ one oi (lie studies, it would appear that th'is study* 
lias been dropped, ThC was accomplished without, not ice .on jthe part 
ot tlie I* mid lor the Republic as to the discontinuance of this study* 
Ihit the Fund, through its oflieers, only make public that which it 
elects to make public and even overrides I be directors of the jFund in 
earning out the oflieers' objectives. 6 *AVe are not seeking espionage 
Secrets' nor are we in anv sense cgirfpeting with anv legally consti- - 


plying our trade, just as journalists 
ff trade, in the only way we know how 
source as. far back as we can trace it,” 
*$\v. Possiter, the project -director.! This is 
he director in light of the vote of the directors 


tuted nulhorit\. AAV are scholar 
or Senate m\esi igators ply tj 
to ply it : b\ following ivj^^Fv 
the h \ear si ud\ quolj 
a Salement made 1 ja 

ol the Fund foiryjfln liepnhlic that the study should include Vina lysis 
of ("ommuhisU^pionage.' 7 ’ 5 

Fal h‘o\ ^ei\ former head of the Communist Party of the United 
SiTfby tlie '1-year report of the Fund as a consultant. 
Prouder, can be proved both by sworn testimony and by documenta¬ 
tion to June been a leader of Soviet espionage activities both in the 
l mted Stales and in other countries of the world. He was convicted 
of applying for and receiving frau’diilent passports.' He has used 
many aliases in his position as a leader of the Communist jParty of 
t the { mred States. A^ a member of the Communist International, 
he was a leader of the international Communist movement.| He was 
under an indiel ment for perjury at, the time he was hired by the Fund, 
and lia^ refused to testify be foie t lie Government, of the United States, 
invoking his constitutional privileges. He was hired by | Ross iter 
because: 

AAV think we have done a real service to the American people 
in persuading ProvXder to talk to us. AAV would be derelict in 
our dnt\ a> citizens and sclmlars if we did not. seek out and 
talk to every Communist or ex--(Vinmunist wilting tojgive 
us information, opinion, or comment on events in which lie 
has taken part. 

Prow dor's actions and activities during his leadership ojf tlie Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States have been as sordid as tlie head of 
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hUiZuu, HroVder, wl.cn not under doth. has like tlxe onmmjte ; 

PWifore the McClellan committee denied the evidence'fj'gj 1 
lii Ihhmi built up against, him. Yet under oath, he}consistently in-. ( 
voices the' fifth Hmeiidment.. The Fund therefore fleets Biowdei^ , 
who refuses io advise the Government of the nature of the Communist , 

> Vv as a source of information. On the other hand they selected 
I tent ley Budenz, Chambers, andT.aut.ier, all whom have testified for 
the Government, and subjected their testimony to analysis in ordei to 

determine the'truthfulness of their ' . .r. 

The committee has devoted many hours to research into the bac - 
•rroinid of the directors and the scholars of this L< mid project, An i 
examination of their writings points strongly to a majort, as botl , 
nosse«sorstof a bias toward the subjects.which they aie nUegctll} ob-. | 
joctivelv investigat ing, and incompetent because <)t.|he, bnis tQ accu- j 
lately portrav factual data which tends to contradictThembias. , 

Prof. Clinton L. Rossiter, project director, shares with l lof. Robert j 
F Cushman Fund consultant on fellowships and grants m aid, the . 
t’resl 11 nan' eonrsc in American government at Cornell University. 
Rossiter and the Fund for the Republic pledged their mipaitiality 
bv claiming that they are scholars \dymg their trade just as journalists 
S comnessiona! investigators ply their trade. \ et Wen before they , 
have an opport unity to examine the,evidence, as it applies to th ft bioa 
Held or to the defined fields; Rossiter discounts the Communist lecoul - 
tih reflected bv tlie investigations of congressional committees. W ith j 
due respect, to the vast amount, of information and opinion that con- ■ 
gressional committees have dug up and spread upon The recoid, 
Rossiter revealed publicly bis unsupported facts. These tacts which | 
are, challenged by any objective study of the entire congressional iec : - 

ord includes: . 

The record is often narrow aiul injudicious; it is an ac¬ 
cepted fact, that, man-'- of the hearings were conducted wnh an . , 

' eve toward pnhli’c opinion and the "ext, election, 

‘ Parts of the record are untrustworthy; much ot Wie testi¬ 
mony, lioth friendly and unfriendly, is at best, suspicious, at 
worst, perjured. " • ' t 

T assume that.'it is Earl Browder who supplies to Mr. Rossiter the | 
evidence which permits him to make the-aboye-quoted findings with 
respect to the Communist record as reflected by the files and icpoits 
of congrehsioii;il roniinittccs. Of course, Mr. Rossiter makes a <us- 
tinotion between what he calls facts and what lie considers tq.be criti¬ 
cism. After making the finding of fact reported above, he is quoted j 
saying: ■ | 

T would make it clear that the existence of this project is 
in no sense a judgment; favorable or unfavorable 1 ,on the many 
public investigations of communism: I 

Mr Rossiter’s objectivitv is demonstrated by one of tlie recommen- 1 
d ; ,tions which is contained in his hook “Conservatism in America.- 
W 11 it ini as t he result, of Rowsiters quest, for understanding of Amen- 
, an causer vui ism, Rossiter, after creating a new conservative in Ins 
nun image and likeness, suggests that one of the methods by winch , 
his now conservative can .strengthen America is “by supporting con- j 
servative organizations for the defense of civil liberty like the bunct \ 
for the Republic.” The comniittc would be interested in learning the 
extent of Mr Rossiter’s investigation of the Fund for the Republic, i, 
«iii,-h permits him to elassify.it as a conservative,organization. It I ' 
could well he tluit in his opinion the mure,fact that lie was one ot a 
ofoup responsible for recommending much of thel blinds program ( 
made tlie Fund per se conservative. As early as 1 Dnfi, Mr. ITossitej/j 
tells us: “T was 1 of the f> inolessors asked to sitjdown, at . ! 
ton and later at Harvard, to think of various areas in American hjcals 
and inslitutions not adequately treated ill books.” > , , 

Rossiter. in his book, ridicules what he finds to be the conservative 
helief of divine law and finds “the mortar that^blds together the ■ 
mosaic ijfE. conservatism is religious feeling.-’^fe Inningtogether as | 
iillra^nservativos vwiose actives arc at, tiuj^s “so luf^pffi and malevo- i 
leniijRto he ful lo\»ura vclefc^n fascisiip-#ni«'ii like A He 1 ell a t or 

Blither. Congrudsinaii'Gwinji, George Sokolsky.'rfhd t ^te' B Keverend 
iBfffi^T^rFif^rd. In parfTTossiter,wrote of these people: ■ 


! 



I 
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Bse Bcyfineare represented in tlieSenateby JohnU f'h'Ium 
t'dpne, in I lie House by liulpli Gvviiiiiirfu No.uL 
press by tbe Cbicajzo Tribo^e and the 
among periodicals like (lie Fr.eermin^aml tlie 
Mercur y, on (be radio b^GeorgefSokdlskv and 
Fulton.etvrl.’Tr.; among book publishers by Deviiw\cHii; 
midtiafCMxtWn'Tri n( ers Co., in ^pulpit by .Rev. .Tames TV. 

Fifield iTnd~^W>in1enjaniin HFImltz, and m tbe lieltl ot 
“public ConiimT6»c fprJ£ oMgt itMliqiwl 

A . M -~*fmd tbe Ani£uj(aurF<ij.tc^r^^^^ion. 

heir M i,l I o n, I LL.-Llu p pljP- 1 riVI p-Q i ms, 
f tbeir l)i:m\ 

led Li ici Ws^^Rfff^.^eJ^'tby'' flVc t-sl igbtly' 
nisbed GaluBnd, Willi/ mF. HWtfcy^L^.dbeir favorite \ ale 
man, 1 ^glas_Miil^^lfffr'tbe 1 man tbey'wisb Jwere 1 resident 
of tL_ 

Rorei^r takes tbe opportunity in bis book ty indorse J >iG^^g 
lTofstWlters, “A l’seudo-Conservative Revolt,yvvbicb warimrtfnlr 
•^r^b^PH^Fund for tbe Republic and tv'i^Tvyas selected for dis- 
tribution by liossiter’s colleague, Robert K. Cushman. 1.Vjug to¬ 
gether Allen Zoll, M. L. Hunt, and Rabbi Benjamin Schultz, Rossitey 

smears without hesitation : ; 

Indeed, it is men like Zoll and Hunt and Schultz, a Mini 11 hut ear-splitting 
fraction of the American people,, who are providing “the dynamic of dissent 
in America todav. Their brand of dissent. Richard Hofstadter remarks is not 
as powerful as the liberal dissent of the New Heal era, hut it is powerful enough 
t<rset the tone of our pahtical life and to establish throughout the country a 
kind of punitive reaction * * 55 It can most accuratelyi he called pseudo < on- 
sorvative * * * because its exponents all hough they believe themselves to be 
conservatives and usually employ, the rhetoric ol conservatism, show signs of 
a serious and restless dissatisfaction with American life, traditions, and in¬ 
stitutions. x 

Tlie board of directors of the Fund for the Republic voted that tlie, 
study which Rossiter directs would concern itself with tlie analysis 
of Communist espionage; the infiltration and indoctrination methods 
of the Communist Party and its membersin tlie fields set forth in 
the Rossiter study; and the methods used by the group infiltrated by 
the Cofnmunists to turn hack Communist infiltration. Rut Mr. l\ossi* 
ter tells us that he hopes that his study will: : 

reduce sharply some of the notorious confusion about the in¬ 
fluence of communism that now plagues public policies, 
political debate, and intellectual purpose in this country. 

One of the fields’ under Rossiter is communism in education.. “Kdu 1 - 
cation and the Conservative** was also the subject of Rossiter's book, 
Conservatism un America. This book..written by Rossiter while lie 
was a consultant to the Fund for the.Republic, and alter Ins appoint^ 
mentals director of the communism project, demonstrates his 
jeetivity: 

A livolv concern for ethical ion' is already evident among Ameru an ipiserva- 
tives Tin* “solid and respe< table** men of the t ight sit in « out ml ofjdnst ° r U,L ‘ 
Nation's school hoards, the angry men of the right whose Zen Intakes them 
seem more numeiotis and patriotic than thev really one, P'^fr upon them 
relentlessly in the interest of orthodoxy and indoctrination tiJo hiM of these 
“rights," in the peison of men like Frank Ahiani'* and Irving ()1<K, seems 
genuinely coneerned about collegia an (K^Wm f^-t^:>help theui^m*^m«4ti both 
fieedoin and solvency . the second, in the person of men like \\ illiam 1* Iankle,v, 
,ir. and J B Matthews seems to have declared open war on the methods-arid 
traditions of mu best colleges. Tlie inliueme of eonservat imh on Ameiu.iin 
education isoertain to he greater in the vents ahead, and again the question 

comes , w hat kind of eonservatisin is it going to he? ; 

The answer depends largely on tin* wisdom and ievolution of the new con¬ 
servatism Its leaders must represent the interest of the whole (oinmunity on 
controlling hoards and refuse to Li’ccuinb to the ijrosMtres of organized 
minorities. ' ! 

The committee assumes from this quote that Rossiter rejects the 
American people's right to freedom—freedom jot parents and ol 
A,heir student heirs to be instructed by people possessing intellectual 
honesty—but advocates the freedom of the member of tlie Communist 
Party to teach our American.students. Then what type of objectiv¬ 
ity will this study produce? 


I 
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The Congresg^nd the American people have a lon<j; wait in order to 
determine th^mhjectivity "bf the end products of this project, Otic 
book hasvtgen published, the Roots of American Coi|iinmnism by 
TiITins book, which.relates solely to the Communist 
TOWlffieS^prior"\o 1 021, is based mainly on factual material listed as 
an appendage to the book, with the exception of Draper's t reatment 
of‘the 1917 Russian Revolution. There lias never been any contro¬ 
versy surrounding the events and happenings upon which the hook,is 
based with the exception of the 1917 revolution. This hook was close 
to completion when he was hired by Rossiter to Work oh the project. 
The noncontroversiai nature of the hook was probably the reason why 
Rossiter violated bis own rule with respect to project authors m order 
to hire Draper. ' Point (> of Professor Rossi ter's 7-point|c]ualilication 
of all authors was “that he be unscarred, although not unmoved and 
untutored, by any brushes/ he may have had with conii^linism. ,>: 
Draper's book, like many end products of the Fund foi ju^mn it has 
spent over $2 million of tax-exempt money, was publishment a cost of 
i6fi.7A per issue. The book jacket states that Mr. Drntjdjr bi \\as active 
ill the (Communist) movement as,a joung student lutfho eaily HKSOs 
and served fordi time on the stall’s of the DadVJn orker, the New 
Masses (Comnmnist publications) and theJJT ass Ntnvs A y-Q ]n:v (ollicial 
Soviet press).” He “broke with the i i u >iTmffiy^TTlie early 
days of World. War J I” so it is claimed by the publisher. In wait¬ 
ing for the emhproduct of the otlier studies under Rossi tor's project, 
certain information lias come into Hie committee's possession to con¬ 
firm the charge of bias which the committe^ffnakes against certain of 
the authors. According to the listing, jpnlm P. Roche will lie, the 
Author of a hook Communism and.^pinion-Making jGroups. In 
UH9, one of a dozen members of ihtfclj^ilty at Cornell had petitioned 
the executive council, Anm!‘jcaiLFeiu^itj()i|^ptVrea(di(M.s, to revoke the 
charter of Local 908, Ain^lcjuVTe’dhratioVoT Teachers.! Among tlie 
eliiirges made against Local 008 was: 

The local leadership has tveomc so enmeslicd in Stalinist- 
oriented organizations and ! i:*s so consistently presented this 
position at, meetings that, the local lias Iweonio identified with 
the Stalinist point of view to most campus liberals. * * * 

Rocliej writing oil the subject of congressional investigations of 
communism, stated that the committees have ‘-successfully made a 
mountain out of a dunghill." 1 Jodie may honestly feci tin ; he is 
better equipped to investigate communism than arc cdngrcs-vnal 
committees. ITe may also" fee I that h<5 has the right to call union 
'loaders Stalinists because he classifies himself as a liberal, but is not - 
willing (o give to any other American the right to call ,a teacher a. 
Communist when the evidence Supports the fact that the teacher is 
,a Communist. 

Several hundred organizations have been idled bv congressional 
committees and the Attorney General of the Glided 'Staies as Com- 
munist-1 ront organizations. Within these organizations x\c lind (lie 
Civil Rights Congress, which was controlled by the legal division of 
the Communist Party, even though the Commiupsl Party was not 
publicly identified with the organization. We find also th e Ajnei i cnu 
Committee for the Protection of Foreign Horn, which wasTontmflciT” 
by-tlie'fihtidtuility commission of tlie Commitnist Party. We lind 
organizations that have raised millions of dollars apicli as the .loint 
Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee. Mr. Roche, ht/ever, lias advisiM 
-t.hiWlTii'sftidv-of-^omlfmnisnf and opihion-makiijfgi-ouns is restricted 
to a study of only two groups. Thesejfhe has^wenfilied as 1 the South¬ 
ern Conference for Himian Welfare i^fd tlVromencun Veterans Com- 
mittee. A study on the ,*'<»>• Human Welfare, 

was conducted for RocheI>y Kenn/h iXmty'nf tlie ('hicagp American 
Civil Liberties Union.^ AmSng^uriea^ei'ship of the Southern Con¬ 
ference for Truman Mellare were many individuals who now com¬ 
prise the leadership of the Southern Regional Council to whom the 
Fund for’the Republic has appropriated nearly sj55(Kt,l)(K>. The ACG1' 
is on record as rejecting the findings of the Committee on Un-Ameri¬ 
can^ Activities that the Southern Conference for Unman Welfare was 
a Communist-front organization. As it was out of existence prior 
to the issuance of the Attorney Generals list in 1947, it has not been 
listed by .the Attorney General. 
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Ay a veterans' organization following World War II, the Oommu- 
nrd Party, throughjrfSmembers, playea a major role in the formation 
of the Americai^Toterans Committee and Communist Party,mein-* 
burs were reYrjpdmted in large numbers among its officers and tiiitse- 
t<>editor of the Daily Worker, who was convicted 
niuler t1 1 e SirfilTiTV c t, and 1 to recently resigned after tins Daily 
Worker was discontimierl, was a member of its national hoard, ft 
soon became evident to the non-Communist membership of the 1 Ameri¬ 
can Veterans Committee that if the* organization was to survive it 
non Id he necessary to rid itself of tin* Communist in filtration J Gates 
was expelled, along with other officials; Even entire local chapters 
were expelled when A VC was unable to remove the chapters 4 Com-* 
numist leadership.'" The A\C successfully removed this Communist 1 
leadership and became an impotent organization thereafter. The 
A VC was never cited by either the Committee on Un-American Ac¬ 
tivities or the Attorney General of the United States as| a front 
organization. 

The committee predicts that the end product by Mr. Roche will 
attempt to testily that the Southern Conference for Welfare was 
never under Communist control to the extent where a classification 
of it as a Communist-front organization was justified, and jthat the 
American Veterans Conmiitt'ee, while infiltrated at the start,jhas com¬ 
pletely rid itself ol the Communist domination aiid should therefore 
become a major veterans’ organization. If it were not for a few 7 large 
contributions w hich it receives each year from the Rockefellers and 
from the Marshall Foundation, the A VO would not now be' in exist**- 
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GOVERNMENT WITNESS PROJECT' ! 

The 3-ycar study of the Fund for the Republic lists a grant! of^ 
$25,000 to the Stanford University Lav^Schopl for.the purpd^e of 


analyzing: 

The testimony given by a limited numbejj 
ing^ and in legal trials and pnx'eeriingR 
under.standing* of communism in the 
given a grant to undertake an analysis 


i 
! 

r if witnesses in congresa^nal hear- 
to some extent nffeetgtfTlie general 
States. Stanford L^v School ; was' 
is testimony. Tlls#nuly was begun 

in the fall of 1 !>.*».*» by Pr of. , H er bert IVPacke r of the jStanf<Wl La w School'. 

At present Mr. 1 dicker “Is ni(»nyfor 5l ^iw^^i?fl^r??oi^ of- 

legislative hearings, administrative proceedings in judicial trials in Washington 
and elsewhere. Close textual analysis of this'testimony has also begun, i 

• Stanford University in a “Report and Proposal by the Dean to the 
Alumni,Stanford University School of La\y, September 105^,j we 
find the following description of the project described by ' 
for the Republic: 


This project financed hy a grant from the Fund for the 
underway since January It is being conducted|hy “ 

with tlie help of a full-time research-assistant. Miss Ce ^ejle.3 


been 
rt Packer 
and a 
ITitset of 



part-time staff consisting of law and graduate "T rum me 

the study Mr. Packer has had the counsel of a group of his colleagues, including 
ProfesMirs JJiirl hnt. Mc Donough. N e al, Sheperd, Sliact^and Thurman/ > 

The s u 1 1 jen^'ii 'fi^^^fu^myof Tou r for n \ev me mb orVofTh o'U<i i \ 

(Party—Elizabeth Bentley, Louis Budenz. Whittaker Chambers, and JohnTaut. 
nor—in proceedings relating to the issue of communism in the United States. 
These proceedings include congressional investigations, hearings before ad¬ 
ministrative agencies (such as the Subversive Activities Control Board) and 
trials (such as the Smith Act prosecutions) in whichjthe principal issues have 
been the nature and extent of Communist activity in the United States, and!the 
part played hy various individuals and groups in that] activity. . 

The purpose of the project is to bring together and to synthesize the testimony 
refei red to and thereby, it is hoped, to make a contribution to the systematic 
stud> and public understanding of Communist penetration in tlie United States. 
The study has its genesis in the diversity of witnesses, of subject matters testified 
to. and of occasions on which testimony has been given. This diversity has |two 
opposing tendencies. One is the strengthening of particular testimony through 
conoboration hy others. The other is the weakening of particular testimony 
through contradictions hy others, through inconsistencies, and through gaps. 
The study is concerned with these twin results,of diversity., It has. of course, 
no preconception about either. The studv is not concerned with whether or 
not on any particular occasion a witness was telling tlie truth. Rather, it seeks 
to mark out those areas where the testimony of a given cx-Communist witness 
^ stands corroborated nr uncnntradicted, either hy himself or hy others, from 
those areas where on the face of the record inconsistencies or gaps in the testi¬ 
mony e\Kt. | - 1 

In pursuing this objective, Mr. Packer and his staff have collected the tran¬ 
scripts (either in the original or on microfilm) of all public proceedings in which 
the four witnesses named above fthe “primary witnesses") have participated. 
They have constructed an indexing system for reducing this massive body of 
testimnnv to manageable proportions and have used this system to analyze]tlie 
testimony of the primary witnesses as well as the testimony of others (“second- 
arv witnesses") hearing on the matters testified to by]the primary witnesses. 

Mr Packer Is not engaged in preparing a report embodying the results of 1 the 
studv. At the same time. Mr Packer’s associates 7 are preparing, under'his 
direction, an index-digest of the testimony under study, based on the index 
system referred to above It is anticipated that this index-fligest may be of 
substantial use to scholars working on various aspects of the problem of Com¬ 
munist activity in the United States The index-digest will, it is expected, be 
made available either through publication in conjunction with Mr. Packer’s 
report or bv other, means The .substantial hodv of otherwise unobtainable 
matejial which has been amassed in the course of the study will he deposited 
in an appropriate place where it can he available to scholars vvho wish to use it. 

It is expected that the project will he completed, except for editorial details 
connected with publication, by December 31, 10.17 I ] 

*• I 

The Three-Year Report of tlie Fund and the report of tlie president 
of the Stanford Law School allegedly reflect tliednterest of both the 
Fund and the school in this project. Both fa ill to give the American 
people the full story. The full story ftill not be told until the results 
of the study are published, however, the conflict between what is,now 
claimed as tlie purpose as originally outlined, points up the suspicions 
which have been voiced of the projects since its inception. „ I 
It had been charged that the Fund for the Republic would select 
certain former Communists who have testified! before congressional 
committees, executive agencies, and Federal courts, who, were most 
vulnerable because of the conflict in their testimony and writings, 
both during and following their membership in the Communist Party. 
It was suspicioned and charged that witnesses such as Elizabeth 
Bentley and Whittaker Chambers would be selected because of their 
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.knowledge of Soviet espionage and the difficulty! of obtaining collateral 
information to support, this testimony. The factnality of these charges 
although only based suspicions struck a sore spot in the makeup of 
President Hutchins who commented upon the charges in a speech: 

The Stanford University Law School has received a grant | 
to make an objective analysis and critical summary of the 
testimony of the principal witnesses in the most important 1 
Communist trials. ' i 

The-professors who direct the studies have complete free¬ 
dom. They are given the money and asked to recruit their ! 

' own starts and work out their projects in their own way. | 

• If you want to complain of what they do, you have to argue 
that they are incompetent or that they are|crooked. Nobody 
lias suggested tlpit they are' incompetent.! But it has been | 
insinuated that in return for money from the Fund they will 
oblige by digging up facts to support any prejudice that any > 
officer or director,of the Fund may have. This insinuation is ’ 
so outragebus that it’must arise out of acute alarm on the, 

■ part of those who make it. What are they afraid of? 1 can i 

only conclude that they are afraid of the truth. 88 

i 

w Tin* Hill of Rights Award, Amor lean Veterans Committed October 7. 1035, Washington, A 

D. C. ^ 

In comparing the public purpose of the project it is evident that 
those whom Hutchins condemned were not afraid of the truth, but^r 
the lack thereof. ' \jf 

, The Fund for the Republic had been negotiating will 
, Spaeth, deaji of law, Stanford University, for!some time prior to the 
FuiTd’s ^forwarding the school the sfcifi,000 check in August l;9m>. 

This is verified by a letter in the committee's possession dated duly 
1, 1955 from Carl R Spaeth to Robert M. jHutchins. From this 
“Dear Bob” letter, Herbert Packer, who at that time was associated 
* with a law firm in Washington, I). C., was designated to handle|this 
project. Packer, who had assisted Adam Yarmolinsky in the prep- ^ 
aration of the case studies in personnel security, which this report 
has previously discussed Was to he offered an dissociate professorship 
at Stanford University in connection with his work on this project. 

The letter, after indicating that the commentsjof Charles Corker who 
had assisted on the Fund's Communist record project, had been 
obtained, reads: j 

The memorandum makes clear that we agree with Millie [Fund consult ant on 
security J that this is a big undertaking. We do not agiee with Uo\ere I Fund 
consultant, and author ‘‘The Kept Witnesses |. who believes that tin* job (mild 
he done by a “well-directed tesearch team, probably comprised largely of law 
students, in 3 months." If the project hi\\ins later this summer, we he I lew. 8 that 
it could be completed by September 195U. , 

The memorandum referred to in the alxive quote is entitled “Faculty 
Committee on Fund for the Republic Project*' and identifies itself as 
being prepared following suggestions that the Fund for the Republic 
initiate and finance an analysis of the testimony of key witnesses m 
proceedings relating to Communist act ivities in the Unite?! States. It 
is evident from a reading of the memorandum of the faculty com¬ 
mittee that at the time of its preparation, while probably capable 
professors of law, were incompetent scholars of communism iii the 
United States. | 

The faculty committee was apparently unaware of the vast quantify 
of documentary material which has been collected by the free coun¬ 
tries of the world and used for the purpose of|establishing the nature 
of the Communist conspiracy. The faculty committee were of the 
belief that the knowledge of the conspiracy rested in the testimony 
of former Communists. In this connection,! the first part of then- 
report reads: 

The concept of a Communist conspiracy in the United States which Ini'* been, 
so dominant a feature of icceut political history. iests in substantial pait on 
evidence pro\ided in various contexts bv such former bona tide inemheis of 
the Communist movement as Elizabeth Ilentley. Louis Ibidcnz. and Whittaker 
Chambers, and by such "undercover agents- as Ste jNelson and Ilorhoit I'liil- 
hriek ' r rhe e\ idenee sup]died by these persons has taken the form <»f testimony 
in (ourt, cases, testimony before congressional < oinmiltees and adnnnisti ati\e 
agencies, books, speeches, and other more or less tornial statements. IN luie 
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various? segments of.tliis material have hoon v infPiiMVPlv analyzed in special 
.contexts. there lias never been a <iist«iiu»d ami vigorous nnatysis «*f Uio ,snm 
total of th{s material Tiifleeil, the material has never been co|U>eted in one 
plnee. , , 

The purpose of assembling a collection of this material would he to examine 
the total hmlv of evidence for (a) Internal' <*»m , sNtein\v in the testimony of 
particular lncli\ i duals:' (6) eoiiNisteney as ln'twjjeif* one sueh| indi'idtial and 
another: and (r) to what other extent Is n^fctieablo. \erifinhilitv of such 
statements by external evidence. jg? > I 

The committee further .questionable competence njf the faculty 
committee in classifying an “lindoivnver agent.” 

Nelson, who entered the T ’ luteJiSte? es illegal! v ns a child, lias been 
an officer of the Communist Party for longer, than ‘20 venrs He was 
. nctive in espionage on the west coast dnmpfWorld War FT and 1ms 
been convicted under the Smith Act Pennsylvania Syndicalism 
Statute, both eomuctionshaxtegboeiySteorsod. ! 

. ^ Tt is evident that between the th^ftm"- of the faculty memoranda 
in 1955 and the dean of law’s ij^nrt of September 1 ?);‘>7i, the decision 
was reached to eliminate froj^Tthe study undercover agents of (lie 
Federal Bureau of Tnvesthffition and restrict the study solely to 
those classified by the faculty committee as “bona Ode" Communists, 
Elizabeth Beil tie v. Eonis^Bi ide n z . and Whittaker Chamber* were (he 
former “bona fide” Coni®iinisfsTtr!ginailv selected for analysis under 
the project. John Lnutner was substituted when i( was discovered 
that Steve Nelsonwlid not meet the original “undercover" classifica¬ 
tion. Herbert Philhrick was apparently dropped when they could 
not find sufficient data to question Ids reliability. 

The fund faculty committee and the dean of law all claimed that 
the examining of the four individuals listed will contribute to the 
“systematic study and public understanding of Communist pone* 
tration in the United States.” We are unable to understand how the 
study proposes to do such a thing when the witnesses selected po*ses* 
no knowledge, of so many phases of the Communist conspiracy as it 
relates to the United States. 

None of the individuals selected were affiliated with the Com in form 
from which we learned much of the control exercised ruler the Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States by the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union. None of the witnesses selected are among the several 
hundred American Communists selected bv the leadership of the Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States for training at Moscow University 
or the^Tjenjn Instit i 1 1e ,in such Communist techniques -as shbota btC’ 
espionage, etc. None of the individuals selected were affiliated with 
any of the professional sections of the Communist Party of the United 
States and possessed no direct knowledgo/of the operations of profes¬ 
sional units with the exception of \vhj*r Bentley or Chambers might 
have learned of the operations of pytfessional people who were sepa¬ 
rated from the party and in mosfrmstnnrps. aligned to work in es¬ 
pionage operations.' Jo hn Lnyff ier, as an official of (Tie; Communist 
Party, would have knowTelYgpnWFft i g to the existence of professional 
sections and the procedure of operations within the*e sections, hut 
would possess no detailed knowledge of their actual dav-fo-dav work¬ 
ings or the identify of the membership. Louis Undents knowledge 
of the Communist Party during the period of time that he was in an 
editorial capacity with the Communist Dailv Worker was wide and 
varied, but much of his knowledge came to him in connection with 
this position. The manner in which Budenz hn«jweivcd his informa¬ 
tion had made him vulnerable, to cross-examination as has been demon¬ 
strated in almost every proceeding in which he has appeared as a 
witness for the Government. 

Communists in Government is an area which cannot he covered 
by the witnesses selected for examination. Bentleys and Chambers’ 
knowledge of Government related to espionage. Their testimony has 
been challenged and oven denied in certain instances before the courts 
and before congressional committees. ' An illustration of this was vr^ 
evident during the time of Elizabeth Bentley's testimony and wns^mde 
evwlent through the testimony of witnesses such as Dungrffi Lee. 
Bentley identified T)uncnn Lee as a member of an espioiiTfge g^miUfTdhi 
whom she had received information. Duncan Lee denied .that ho had 
given Elizabeth Bentley information but did admit to meeting heron 
park benches, at drug store counters, etc. Lee attempted to discredit 
Elizabeth Bentley's identification of him as a supplier of confidential 
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1 ht ,0, "«P< ot a Communist conspirsicv in the UnitedI States 
n,cre of the testimony given by these foiu wit- 

div’rsi'Jv S of ilul'j’i 1 . h ' S Se, l >t !V l,1ei ' 1957 status report, states that the 
on- iil It ^ ’?• ' i,S to s,,b j° ct ""‘ttei- testified toiantl of 
of two tendencies ■' l” ovides ** tl.ejstudy, 

<‘11.!!!- V Tile Sr*I m°Im--V rf"!l P lt>S '!T , ”! V w * M,, l»f»riltl«a by 

tr.idiutinn i>v ..n.,*,* n... .. i * ! u . f ** ie tmrhculiir testimony through con- 

■ «Vte ,«m^s,; ~a ™«""*■ Th( ‘ t- 

iion about cither. 1 *■'- ln,N ’ oom.se, ntt prccoucep- 

anTl^si K of (l th?, l 7 1 'r RcpU,)1i f °, n M,, , v31 -1966, reported that the'actual 
'n rv i-v^ .i testimony of the witnesses had begun. Yet by Jan- 
; S ’t’ 1 ^ «*iilts of t lie study were not. public. " y 

t - lllat ‘l 10 study was commenced without, preebneen- 
t on. the l.b.;. memorandum of the faculty committee question's evSi 

f< rtb hIVm'i ° T ,T he ‘‘uuimittee memorandum sets 

foith that the analysis.would serve the following purposes* 1 

.. *’ f "«“«* <n in area 

i; •* ^ * • w*** 

punch at ion unisf b<> based, ^ <llu * °f Coinimuiibt 

When we consider that over 200 important former functionals of 
tin ( omnnmist I arty have test died either before coimressional com¬ 
mittees. the .Subversive Activities Control Hoard, Federal conks in 
JXT'^ , and flint these witnesses include the former leaders 

! . P fo.ii, ,, i,v , th Jii ] * •!!' te<1 Stides ’ the “we Of theslmdy ’’ 

ahhU 10,1,1 t+:n-ultjy committee, is enlightening: 1 J 

II is proposed to concent rate on the testimony of no more 
‘ ke ’i i" l, l' f ! SSe V n ( u‘der to assures exhaustive 'a 
I'.'! ;. :,s I >os " l .' ,U l ''.'"’i" ,1l( ‘ limits of the available time and 
manpower. I ental i ve.ly, the suggestion is to analyze the’ testi- 
mony ol Ll.zabetl, Kent lev and Louis Hndenz, as reprenenta- 
T‘lV;il 0t " >OII!1 ,K e fouinumists, and of Herbert 

miinist'! * °, f t,K ‘ testimony of "FBI Conf- 

inchide otheis ** S the St " dy cou,d be ^"'"ded to 

I" H»* cases of Bentley and Hndenz, the study would hV- 
i ' s l>‘<\hes, writings, etc., to the extent available, predat- 
mMhe period during which these three individuals appeared 
is (lovernment w itnesses. This material, dating fron! a point . 

'Tr'i ' ie r° nrs d, * , ' l '! 1,ed in subsequent testimony, 

3 , *' !" 1 mtyi-CHtmg basis for comparison with the sub’ 

fci.UKcol inter testimony, 

V °iV iu ‘ "°uld consider, among other things the 

tun mg conditions of solemnity and varying opportunities ClfcoM 
examinat ton under w hid, the testimony wasgiven. 

The study would not lie primarily concerned with expres¬ 
sions by the witnesses as (o ultimate questions of judgment! 
such as the extent ol Communist iienetration. since it is diffi- 

‘ ,n ' e, , t\ disprove such statements. Instead, it would 

eve,Vis' tY °!' ; '^T' IU " S . of fiUt :lH (o mimes, dates, and 
!■ , i ‘ r'l’ 1 '" 11 'P'cstion would not lx;: ‘‘Was Hndenz 

ight about tin; extent of Communist penetration of trade 
muon movement T Hut, "docs other evidence, includin'!IS 
own end to confirm or deny an assertion hv Hndenz that 

imrnliisr " ,UO " C!U er ’ !l V art of t]w Communist ap- 

'Ihc stml\ would he inclined to material available as a' 
two reasons : l, J1C leC ° n ' lhls Smns desirable for at leisst 






I- 


LINO REGAL—AB 106 

(a) As a practical matter, it is impossible to obtain access, 
to any but the most, fragmentary and unreliable form, to 
statements given in confidence, such as interrogations by the 
FBI: and (b) a study which made use of such fragmentary 
material of a confidential nature as happened to be available 
would be open to severe and invited'crifcicism for presenting 
a distorted picture while an analysis based on the public 
record alone, while admittedly incomplete,! would contain 
everything an intelligent citizen would have before him in 
making up his mind about the reliability of the witnesses 
analyzed. j 

Liihitafion of material analyzed to matters of public record j 
eliminate lovalt-y security proceedings, except such rare in- I 
stances as the Oppenheimer case. Present indications, based j 
on data compiled so far in the Yarmolinsky project, are that j 
the testimony of informants in general, and [especially well- 
, known “professionals” such as Bentley and Budenz, is not a | 
significant factor in administrative proceedings concerned j 
with the loyalty or security of Government employees, or 
others who fell within such programs. 

Finally the faculty committee memorandum deals with why the 
project should be under the sponsorship of the Stanford Law School 
rather than a project of the Fund for the Republic itself. In this 
regard, the memorandum sumarizes its position as follows: < 

, In summary, from the Fund ! s viewpoint and from the view- , j 
point of Stanford Law School, it would seemjdesirable, if the i 
grant is made for the school rather than the Fund to direct j 
and control the project. Concomitantly, decisions as to the \ 
form of the report and its publication would 1 be in the hands i 
of the school and the faculty members would!direct the proj- j 
ect. It should he understood, however, that publication is the 
primary objective of the study and if the! project can be j 

executed substantially along the lines planned its results will i 

he made generally available regardless of this significance j 
in the eyes of those conducting it. If the study is well-con- I 
reived, as we believe it is, its value as a school-only contribu- [ 
tion will lie in making the materials accessible! to a wide group 
of scholars and citizens and will not depend upon the conclu- ; 
sions which are or can be drawn from the materials. 

In light of the faculty memorandum, the Fund and Dean Spaeth 
publicly advise that the project was started without preconception, 
Yet, Dean Spaeth points to the only outcomes of the study; either 
they establish the reliability or unreliability of the four selected for 
analysis. Jn light of the restrictive outcome'of the study, it is 
interesting that it was proposed to obtain material “dating from a 
point m time near the events described in subsequent testimony,” 


This according to the faculty committee “would afford an interesting 
basis for comparison with the substance of later testimony.” 


The 

phrase “interesting basis for comparison” is a strange phrase to use 
for a study which is free of preconception. 

Lack of preconception is difficult to perceive in the light of the 
fact that the study would not. according to the faculty committee 
concern itself with the “extent of Communist 1 penetration of the 
trade union- movement” as testified by BiidenzJ, but would rather 
concern itself solely with whether his assertion “that A, a trade 
union leader, was a part of the Communist apparatus.” In spite of 
this rather frank admission that the study would only be interested 
in the reliability of identifications of individuals, we are lulled into 
a belief that the Fund was attempting to establish to what extent 
tins testimony has affected “the general understanding of communism 
in the United States.” Or rather, that which the faculty committee 
asked us to believe: namely, that “they were attempting to establish 
that the “conception of a Communist conspiracy in the United 
States * * * rests m substantial part on evidence ^provided in various 
contexts” by and including those whose testimony were selected for 
stud\. Or rather still, that which Dean Spaeth asked us to believe; 
namely, that they were attempting to establish!“an understanding 
of Communist penetration.” 


i 
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The documents set forth above,' document that the study was not 
conceived without preconception. The tax-exempt, money appro¬ 
priated *by >the Fund constitutes a nonobjective, noneducational ex¬ 
penditure for the purpose of engaging in a propaganda aetiyity, and 
is therefore expended in clear violation of the law. The responsibility 
is not lessened by the reasons which the faculty committee set forth 
1 as to why tlie project should be one of the Stanford Law School rather 
than a project of the Fund. In fact this strengthens the reason for 
its disallowance. > '* 

i The School of Law, Stanford University, also received an appro¬ 
priation from (he Fund for the Republic of $5,000 to conduct an 
examination of the phase of the administration of [the Nation's se¬ 
curity program. While the committee has not analyzed the end 
product, the preliminary negotiations between the Fund and the 
school 'are of interest as an understanding of how the Fund for the 
Republic issues its grants. A reading of the official reports and 
releases of the Fund for the Republic indicates that the Fund does 
not initiate the studies for wliich the grants are subsequently made. 
According to Fund publications, a scholar or a school, independently 
decides on the subject matter of investigation and in the ab^mcc of 
money requests a grant from >he Fund. This grant is^o make 
possible a. stiuly wliich was originally conceived by cither^me scholar 

ThoJ^Kground of tho/grant now being discussions reflected in 
a meJiforandum dated JfTarch 31, 1055, from Del Wilier. Stanford 
Un iversit y Law Reviej^ to Dean of Law Carrit^^i^K^Th is memo 
TTI!H? {iVllHge Wveifon, identified as counsel for the Fund, ad¬ 
vised him tlrfft^theTT^und was contemplating awards to enable law 
reviews to undertake research projects on either of fwo subjects. 
According to Fuller, the subjects were '“The Projection of Civil 
Liberties'* and “The Administration of the Nation’s Security Pro¬ 
grams.” The Fund for the Republic was thereafter advised that the 
Stanford Law Review would be interested in making one of three 
studies: I 

1. A study of racial or religious discrimination in California public-school 
systems ’ 

- A study of the impact of security regulations on the hiring and firing poli¬ 
cies * of private industry—tiie electronics industry (San Francisco peninsula 
area). 

15. A study of local bail-bond systems 

These areas of interest were then tunWf over to George Overton 
who forwarded them to the Fund office ij#New York. Dave Freeman 
wrote Dean Spaeth: 

George Overton has passed aloror to us tlie interoffice memo¬ 
randum from Del Fuller relatingro the Stanford Law Review 
project. Bob Hutchins, Ping^h v erry, and I have all looked 
over the three suggested suTnmT?r^ftYdy topics, and we are in 
favor of your pursuing this matter further. IDwe were*to 
make the decision between the three studies, we would prob¬ 
ably vote for No. 2; both of tlie others would also be of 
interest to us.. * * * ! 


'K 


Should you and Mr. Fuller decide that project No. 2 is the 
"’one you would like to undertake, you may want to talk to 
1 hillock Hoffman in our west coast office. As you know, we 
have various projects cooking in tlie security area and some 
of these might provide useful material or contacts for your 
- researchers'. 

• ' i 

The electronics industry in California was still as of March 1055 
pretty much under the Communist-dominated United Electrical, 
Radio and Machine Workers which had been expel lech from the CIO 
in 1040 because of its subservience to communism. However, as we 
shall see from the Fuller interoffice memorandum, this Communist 
domination was of i\o concern to the study, as an effect on national 
security. The only points of interest to the school in its study of the 
administration of the Nation's security programs were: 

(1) To what extent do security regulations explicitly block the hiring of 
people who would otherwise be accept able employees? 

(2) To \\hat extent do personnel directors anticipate security clearance prob¬ 
lems and, in order to avoid clearance piohleuis, impose a more i i go runs standard 
of acceptability than do the regulations? 
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(tf) Should lilt*iv he a .moeliiWUMii h.v which the indivhliuih* can Hear them- 
selves before Jn>I‘l.vin« for a joh7 ' !, 

In short, security regulations nuiy cxjrticttly block’ tint certain groups of 
people,-while the*shallow of regulations may block out others. j 

INFLUENCE OF LEGISLATION j 

By September 19f)6; tire committee had exposed the deceitful con¬ 
duct of the Fund for the Republic as it related to its project of al¬ 
leged blacklisting in the entertainment industry and its award to the 
Plymouth Monthly Meeting re Mary Knowles. With the complet ion 
of the hearings,,the Fund for the Republic stepped up itshainpaign 
to discredit the committee. ParJ^rif this attempt to discredit encom¬ 
passed the laying of a motivation for the hearings and investigation 
by the committee, at theJetS of the committee chairman. Fund prop¬ 
agandist Joseph Lyjp ro, writing in the August 27 issue of the .iVew^ 
Republic, luKi*rxsisDJrclfgi , 6iind in an article "Fund—AnJiericanSmi 
X me i lfr4 lie Quakers.” .Dealing with the committee's'hearings in con¬ 
nection with the Plymouth Monthly Meeting award by the; Fund for 
the Republic, Ly ford-stated as a matter of fact that there “was little 
mystery about Walter’s purpose in Philadelphia". I.yford charged 
that the hearings were another round “in a campaign to discredit the 
Fund for the Republic”. The background of the campaign is quoted 
by Lyford as follows 

Months previously Walter had revealed the sources of his^iintagoSiisin to the 
Fund iu some curious conversations with seyeral of its directors: lie was under 
the mistaken impression that the Fund was lobbying for repeal of the Mrt'arnm- 
Walter Immigration Act. Kepeated denials bj Fund officials tailed to **huke the 
Congressman's misapprehension or deter him from issuing press releases ques¬ 
tioning the loyalty and integrity of the Foundation |Fund|. \ 

No press release or statement by the committee lias ever questioned 
the loyalty and integrity of the Fund which the committee considers 
to be the directors of the Fund. Any statement issued by the com¬ 
mittee reflects upon the conduct of the officers of the Fund such as 
Joseph Lyford, the author of this article. Whether the officers' blind 
disregard for the security of the United States tends to question their 
loyalty only the officers themselves can stale. As to their integrity, 
we feel that, the projects analyzed previously in this report and the 
’ entire report itself substantiates the fact that they do not possess 
integrity. 

In the September 1056 bulletin of the Fund for the Republic, pre- 
• pared, printed,.and distributed by tax-exempt money, the Fund con¬ 
tinued the propaganda started by Lyford’ in his article in the New 
Republic. In this bulletin titled “Congressman’‘Walter Investigates,'’ 
we find this language: 

Bethel M Webster, counsel for the Fund, jp once made efforts to see Mr. 
WaTre?. 1 to obtain an appointment until Man h r>, months 

later.' When Mr Walter finally agreed to see the Fund's counsel. Ins mam con¬ 
cern seemed to he to find out whether the Fund had been financing att.u k- upon 
the McCarran-Walter Immigration Act, of which he was eoautlioi { It had not 
been.) , Since he gave no other explanation for the inquiry, Mr Waller left 
counsel under the impression that his sensitivity in the matter of this eonlro- 
versial measure was the main reason for Ins hostility to the Fund. 

To support its allegation that it had not been engaged in activities 
related to repeal of the Walter-McUarran Immigration Act, the Fund 
had prepared a memorandum dated May 1(>, 15)56, which it .submitted 
to the committee. This memorandum detailed appropriations made^ 
by the Fund for the Republic dealing with the subject matter air 
immigration and naturalization. The memorandum reptVted tJ^lx 
among appropriations made for studies of this subject, thcU^utrfr on 
July JO, 1054, appropriated $15,000 to the Quaju n \ oi \ ( V >iVir^nl for r<i 
“to support during a 5)-nionf 1 i peiaoil^T 1 rnff 1 

of me work in protecting the legal rights of aliens." Also, 

that the Fund on May IS), 15)55, appropriated $J'J,500 to the common 
council “to enable the council to assemble and describe a large number 
.of case histories of aliens in this country, with a view to assisting in 
tiie understanding of the operation of laws affecting aliens and im¬ 
migrants.” 

This representation by the Fund for the Republic is typical of its 
operation. Rather than supplying to the committee, the complete doc¬ 
umentation possessed by the Fund covering these appropriations, 
they selected only that which purports to be a justification of their 
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claim. If theydiad presented to the committee the requests for grants * 
made bv the (!oininon Council for American Unity, they wouldjhav© 
forwarded to the committee, simony other documents, a letter dated 
April 1955. The committee would then have been apprised!that 
t he end use of the product financed bv nearly ^nO,000 of the Fund / 
foi* the Republic money was .clearly intended to fnfhience legislation. 

The facts assembled, and the conclusions to be drawn from 
them, would be made available as widely as possible in the 
form of a book or report, pamphlets, and special articles. It 
mh'uis onlv fair to expect that they would prove an important . 
inIInonce in educating public opinion,Cm obtaining amend¬ 
ments to existing law, in efleeting changes in its administra¬ 
tion. * * | Emphasis supplied.] I 

1 n light of the quote from the request for grants, let s examine again 
the statement made by the Fund for the Republic in its bulletin of 
September lft, and the factual declination *‘it bad not been". 

Let’s also examine the end use of the product financed by^fhe [JMind _ 
for the Republic in light of the statement which appears lafthe Fund s * 
bulletin of January 19 ;m, I he blind does not atteiim^ to influence 

legislation 2 *' ,! *C , _ . 1 ,, 

T1 W end product, the bonk entitled ‘‘The Aliei\amptbe Immigration 
Law. a Sludv Under the Directions of Edith \#ensteun, (Mmnion 
Council for American Unity," proves wSflfOTTt^ tlu 1 1 the 

true purpose of the study undertaken under the grant was to influence 
and promote legislative changespin the existing immigration* laws, 
as well as to promote proposaJp for changes of administrative pro- 

1 Vi/its foreword, Mr. Reed Mew is, executive director of the Common 
('mmeil for American UiTi1^^ttn*ed^ j 

As Midi. the <tud.\ can he valuable as a source in discussing uceiled changes, 

;m<l will, we hope, pnn e a cent ribut ion to better legislation. 

Mr. Lewis further stresses the lobbying'aspects of the publication 
bv stat mg that— | 

Some <if the hardships created by a rigid l aav have been corrected, or jilt least 
alboMh‘d. h\ the Immigration Act of September 11, 1UT»“. This new legislation , 
uni, however. i ovei all the situations in which administrative discretion to 
<.,ise hardships is needed. Unless, such disci ethm is Nested in the administrate e 
In,mill of the (hoeminent to a much greater extent than now, the need for 
pnsate legislation wjll contuute. mid with it an uneven distribution ofj justice, - 
sim e Mich relief is not readil\ available to many aliens. 

Ill addition to tho revealing statements of purposes made jby Mr. 
Lewis the study itself stresses the necessity of legislative changes ill 
the existing system of allocation of immigration quotas to the various 
countries of the world and advocates the necessity of legislation 
amending the present law as it, relates to deportation of aliens, to 
naturalization procedures, and to provisions of the nationality statutes 
go\ erning expat rial ion. . ! 

Let's also examine the denial of the influence of legislation made 
by Fund in January lflftT with the fact that the Fund lias used tax- 
einpt monevs to distribute the “lath annual report of the American 
Civil Liberties Union, Tins publication deals extensively with legis¬ 
lative recommendations. While it is true that this is a publication 
of the American Civil Liberties Union, its distribution by the Fund 
for the Republic makes the legislative recommendations contained 
therein a responsibility of the Fund itself. There can be no question 
that the Fund for the Republic was aware of the American Civil 
Libert ies Union's role directed toward influencing legislation. W rites 
the ACLl * m the bill let in distributed by the Fund: ; 

nmtribiitmn*. to the Ammcnn t'i\il Liberties Union are not deductible for 
in< nine-tax purposes .sinynhe Treasury Department lots held-that a "substantial 
pint” of tlie Union’s atgTvilies is directed toward its influencing legislation. 

The Waltqr-M^K^arrun Immigration Act was also the subject of 
attacks by ahofmer Fund financed enterprise. This involved the 
Edward R. Mur row telecast of an interview with H. Robeijt Oppen- 
]i em i o r“<)nTiis~“SeeTt Now" television program of January 4^ lUftS. 
Bv February 17, the Fund oflicers Intel negotiated with Murrow and 
possibly CBS for the purchase of 1LO 10-mm. prints. The prints, 
purchased by the Fund was not the interview' presented on the air 
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but an expanded version rimningT>0 minutes. At a cost of $lo,56fim1, 
exclusive of cost of distribution, the film had jbeen shown toj^o,013 
persons bv September 1050. , j \r _ 

The film was almost entirely the story of the SgL opj^or^^ anced 
^f 1 1 Prin^otj^^ b J^^bicli OppenheimerheafisT WhTleexWeirPw^ 

relate, to the Fund's charter, unless it was 
intended to combat the impressions heldjbv the American people of 
Oppenheimer following hi* removal from . Government atomic Ire- 
search. The committee does not charge that’jthis was its intent ins 
spite of other actions on the part of the Fund^yith respect to Oppen- 
heimer. lire committee finds the expenses incurred by the Fund was 
in violation of tax-exempt regulations because >of its attack upon the 
. Walter-McCarran Tmmigrhtion Act. This suljject was unsolicitedly 
injected into the interview bv Mun;ow. who used Oppenheimer ‘for 
the purpose of falsely implying that the law in itself was responsible 
for denvinir scientists admission to the United Stated! While some 
scientists have been denied entry into the TTnited States the reasons 
for some were.not discussed. Murrow merely] asked if the Walter- 
McCarran Act was not responsible for denvinir free intercourse arnpng 
scientists, to which Oppenheimer replied “it is a wholly grotesque 
wav to meet the problem of espionage. Tt is t\ scandal.” 

The fact that among these scientists were Communist, agents, in¬ 
cluding those who were known to have assisted or condoned vSoviet 
espionage was conveniently omitted, hr. Oppenheimer knew |the 
identity of smftfrnl as the result of bis experiences during the develop¬ 
ment. of theJfv-homb. ., J I 

Opnenlymner defense and the condemnation;of those not support¬ 
ing him/vas a ( favorite cause of the Fund. [They even spent tax- 
ex emptJmoney to attack the special body* under the chairmanship of 

^ il # /N ' 1 • 1 _1 __ AllAAAIIIMflT nlonl’i 


QordMLGray, which voted to remove Oppenheimer^ security clear^ 
^n^r^To^acconipiish. this, they’selected.for distribution Charl es,P. ^ 
Curtis’ liook. The Oppenheimer Case. .This book clearkf 1 ( Will 1 ft!plTfT ,rt 
which the committee makes between the right of Charles 
p. Curtis to write and have published anv view which he maintains, 
and the right of the Fund to accept Curtis’ constitutional right and 
adopt it for their propaganda purposes." ThatjCharles P. Curtis was '* 
prejudiced he acknowledges: ^^ 

To begin with, von should know what this book is based , 
on—in other words, what lies behind it. What usually lies [ 

, behind a hook is mainly the opinions, the prejudices and the 
experiences of the author. T am not going to keep either my 
opinions or my prejudices out of this book.* T don't want to. , 

T couldn't anvhow. ‘ T know Oppenheimer. TT don’t know him ; 
well. T have met him half a dozen times. Put T know 1pm , 
well enough to start with an opinion—or, if von prefer, a | 
prejudice—in his favor. And the transcript of the proceed- ; 
ings and the decisions have confirmed my opinion and my ( 
prejudice. 1 | , 

Were the prejudices of Charles P. Curtis adopted by the Fund 
when it selected the book for distribution? Was it the intent of the 
Fund that the 500 educators, business executives! and lawversTo whom 
they mailed the book adopt the prejudices of j both the author and ^ 
the Fund ? | , 

Objectivity, not prejudice, is that which Congress intended to re* 
v ard, through the grant of hix exemption. 1 ] ' t - 


TELEVISION ACTIVITIES] 


The Fu*fd also condemned the Univejfrji^of because 

of its aijfon against d. Robert OppeTfoeHrai?* 2 *^^ . 

oK^rliis occasion, it utilized not a book or ajpm°w bv "Edward |T\. 
JIuitow, but a news film. The film was p reared under an ex peri- 
of the Fund and was supplied to television stations in 
the name of the Fund for the Republic. • The [Fund's action in this 
film was similar to that, of the film which it produced to publicize the 
award in behalf of Mary Knowles. | 

According to tlie committee’s evidence, tin verifiable because of the 
refusal of (lie Fund to make its records available for inspection, tbig 
program was inaugurated by the oJIicers of the Fund, without approval 
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of the directors. According to the minutes of the meetings of dnec 
tors, supplied to the committee by the Fund, this project, was not dis-, 
cussed with the directors until Mav 10.1955, when President Hutchins 
and Vice President Ferry reported on the experimental program winch 
lnid been supplying'television news clips to newscasters in southern 
California on an experimental basis. Following the discussion, the 
directors empowered the executive committee of the bund to act on 
the recommendations of the officers for an expansion of this service. 

' On September 15.1955, $200,000 was appropriated to operate the tele- 
' vision news clip program on a national scale for 1 year. 

The Three-Year Report of the Fund of May 19a(> reporting that 
' 30 TV news clips had been released and had been! shown before an 
estimated audience of 55,581.000 persons. Describing the project as 
'one'which provided motion picture reports of events of interest, in 
civil liberties or irfCe relations to television and network news editors 
. all over the Uni^l States, at, no cost, t he Fund reported: 

- Tn S<a»t<>iiil>oj/nr>'>. it was fell flint results, with television film clip 
provided and# an experimental radio-telex ismn appropdati<m. Ju"«'«ul cx 
pan (line of iJhs Him service which the Knml hejian.m < aliforma. 

The, Fill's interest in J. Robert Oppenheimer is reflected in two 
scVaratoJnlnis prepared and financed bv the Fund, under its news 
HIn&Direct,, Both films revolve around the action by Dr. Henry 
'ScliniitHWsident. of the University of Washington, in barring ' q> 
'peiilWmer as a campus speaker. The first 1 \ clip news release and/oi 
script, describes theiilm as: 

Tlio action of the president of the Thiivorsitv of Washinctoij. Pr TIenrv 
in refusing to allow atomic scientist Pr .1 Itoherl Opi«mheiiner to s|»eal.. »« J >«- 
eainpns. has stirred up a hornet's nest in Seattle. Aniirv studeiils m - 
Schmitz in elligv iiikI then held a mass inert Hit: to demand Schmitz I'-iiim his 
rulimr Schmitz has refused So today the student body'sent a de cent inn to 
the State capilol to protest. Here's what some of the students think about it 

In fhe presentation of the students, a majority, Jan overwhelming 
majoritv. of the students presented on the film wjere those, voicing 
protest against the actions of the president in barring Oppenheimer. 
This absence of a representative number. While the him makes the 
charges against Dr. Schmitz quoted above, the I'd hi closes with Hie 
mere announcement: “Dr. Schmitz was unavailable for comment. 

President Schmitz' position and reasons for barring Oppenheimer 
from the campus of the University of Washington-, was a matter of 
public record at the time of the student protest, as well n« at the, time 
of the preparation of the Fund TV news clip. Pertnii.lv the un- 
availabilitv of President Schmitz does not excuse the bund tor the 
Republic from representing his position and therefore presenting to 
the TV audience, an objective coverage of the, controversy. J 

Following the incident reported in the above TV news clqhJfferc 
was scheduled at the University of Washington on Ai>rilMl»d 8, 
1955. a svmposium on jtfThe Molecular Basis of b.nzvme. 'J*’<'iiiise of 
the Oppenheimer moment. certain invited lectuieis iiefu^n o a < m 
•The Fund produee#iind financed a news clip dealingith these re¬ 
fusals The" clip#elatiug that seven of the mV/( lecturers had 
refused to aUe&f presents live. Prof. of Dyorge, 

Washington Unwrrsitv, St. Uo.iiis. M<>. Koi n no rg is presonter 1 I'ead- 
iff!rap(mTTWiYrfTTs^left erTrfPi-esiTfen t Schmitz, which letter sets forth 
his support of Dr. Oppenheimer and his condemnation of the |.resi¬ 
dent of the TTniversitv of Washington in barring him from the 
campus. Tn the preparation of this news clip. Professor Schmitz 
AViis available and had released a statement but the| him sdontly por- 
traved President Schmitz at various Fniversitv of }Vn R liinff<°n lunc- 
* i ions. President Schmitz' statement was furnished each TV company 
Avitli a print of the dip but the sound track of the dip did not contain 

the statement. . . _J , , 1TV 

According to the committee investigation, other Fund produced 1 V 

news dips are as follows: I 

One related ; to “Fear in Education.” ; . 

Tn this news dip presented ,to networks m the name of the 1 nnd 
for the Republic, there is presented a teacher m the Los Angeles 
public sdiool system expressing an opinion on the’subject ot tear m 
'education. ,The script reads: — 


i 



i 
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Shj- is ii leading facility member hi her school. To iirotccl her from am- 
jiossibilit.v of reprisal or discTiiuinnl inn as n result of' exiiressing her fr.ink 
. opinions,, slii' is liindentilled. . . I 

Her Unsupported opinion is presented as a followup to an openin'* 
statement by a moderator: j '' 

A teacher in Hie Los Angeles public system (odav charged that widespread 
rear on the part of teachers generally is hurling the <)iialit.\ of education - » * 

n frf iei ' re,iltecI to »>ii “Armed Forces Day parade in Luc Head), 

v;!l lIT." . k , j 

This television news film documents a conflict wliidi took place 
at the Long Reach, Calif., Armed Forces Dav parade. ! It resulted 
from .indignation of veterans of World Wars'], II. and! (lie Korean 
war over signs carried by affiliates of the Fellowship of Rccom-.lia| ion 

I he Fund-prodneod him portrays- the conflict as a cbndemna! ion 
the pickets. : This film' decries the violation 
of the civil rights of the, pickets and infers that, flu- interference v ith 
the \eterans rigid to parade does not constitute a civil rights violation 

The committees investigation has established that the picketi 
elided ... under the Fellowship of;Reconciliation was Vle'e-ned. 
a<! .tate -the veterans participating in'the parade. All of the piSfefs 
'were not affiliated vy.th the Fellowship of Reconciliation!as JCve 
.earned from documents'in the committee's possession. Y)Jflfav 1 

; ° f f ! lp . «««•*»•«* Wrd of the So.jiA^»Lmlifornia‘ 

I eaceCrn sndc^ vas held at the First GuitariarrTTm.vlT.'"' ATTfTfi s 

n m £fT' ^^f.vun, an identified Communist, annmwiced (hat the 
Fellowship ot-Reconciliation was planning a poster march in the 
paiarle. He further announced that anv individuals interested in 
participating; in the poster march would be welcomed. 

. 1 *- ?F i,,ei, ^. v tin* Fund for (lie Republic, was on band to film violence 
- V, 1 "i 1s **litioipated but did not take place. Ignoring tlie right of 
the loyal citizen to peacefully demonstrate, free of molestation, (lie 
imuhI tor tbe. Republic stated in its'release, wbicb accompanied the 
i television news clip: ' 

J* fnrnislipd by the Final>,„• the Be,while sl < nn illuslralb.u 
the i l !,ijorify°nnVy 1 cl!^lgr^* , ^ ,, ' V ;,I,1,UpS *"• " n * mn > ls ' ' h ""\ 

Other Fund-financed television news clips related to the subject of 
y oaths, as a condition of residence.in public housim* projects 
loyalty oath requirement' for tax-exempt veterans, student demoii- 
s infion on encroachments on academic freedoms a libel suit <>mwi»«r 
out of Communist charges, rilling bv California attornev general (bat 
the Rdde should not lie .read it. classes, Socialist Paftvs objection 
or the inclusion of one of its organizations on tbe Attorney General's 
ist, an ft attacks on certain aspects of the Federal-security prograi 

n addition the Fund for tbe Republic has financed television n4«K 
«d?ps featunng the extremely biased California attorney,-A^L.^Vinu 
\\ irm. whose nneoutrollahle bias on one occasion necessitated the 
committee ejecting him from a hearing- in California, was featured 
arguing tlie unconstitutional it v of lovglty oaths. ! 

Like the Mary Knowles award, the Fund for the Republic prepared 
ft television news clip on its award to Hie “West wond-CCL V-VWC \ ” 

I resident Hutchins, of the Fund for the Republic, nsed the bppnrlun- 
it> of the award to attack the Attorney GeneraIV list () f subversive 
organizations. He praised tbe “V’ for renting its facilities 1 !!. <r,-oups 
cum though they are on the Attorney General's list ^ 

. 1 ' e ‘U for 1 npv ’ist was described by Hut'cl.iiisJ siwikimr 

ment B fi2.ee*> f0 T/^1»? Republic as (be “most permcious instjtidion of 
jicent, times.. Hutchins condemnation of the Attorney General's 
list while demon^mtmg a consistency in Hutchins 5 position V but 

"he Repubbe^r’ 11 ° f P, '°° f ° f " ie Ration of the Fund for 

»#'!?'"? was at one time considering running for polit 

Fi Jfl !, i' f0, , i 11 | 1 '' r T, " q . n "" ht ,,R (1,R explanation behind " 
fjr ’.'e Republic financing a TV news clip fentnrhW }' 

.TOO#, the former political editor of the defunct Ly.sAjigiile?Daiiy 
PvITThe Fund-financed news dip featured ChTfp^ h, ddsVo,? 

.. . n » f < Tr°° f, '° liOS A,i H { ‘S Daily News left Los Angeles 

SR an all-I\epubllean press and little access to opposing, views. 
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The committee has not examined*,for the purposes of jthis report, 
the Fund for the republic-financed TV news clips relating to religion 
or race. As we have stated previously in this report, while expendi¬ 
tures by the Fund fertile Republic, in these Helds may be objectionable, . 
the committee lias excluded them from the report til order not to 
confuse the issue. We feel however that the Internal Revenue Serv¬ 
ice would upon investigation find several of the TV hews dips to be 
propaganda in origin and in content. The propaganda jvi\;1ue of the 
visual media, such as radio and television, has been discussed by the 
committee time and time again. The Fund for the Republic in its 
blacklisting report attempted to reject this argument [through an 
analysis of the screen plays Holy wood Cominn ists-~prinei pally' 
the ^Hollywood TenT 1 Wlii^e rejecting the argmehts of-the propa-, 
ganda of this medium, tUTFund lias appropriated huj*ge>sums of 
monev for the purpose ojjrmilizing the propaganda advantage offered* 
in TV. jT j 

Tin; Fund npprqg - Ml - j --*• 

the cartoonist Tier It 
, investigation of coimnuTiisnu 


$200,000 for a television series featuring 
*B!ock. Herb Block's cartoon condemnation of 
is known to everyone including the 



oHicers of the Fund. His cartoon treatments of congressional in-, 
vest igat ions of-commiinism, the operation of the loyalty-security pro- 
gram, and individuals active in the expose of communism, has been 
condemned as a tragic demonstration' of Americanism. Y|et, the Fund' 
s. for the Republic*, hires Herb Block to feature a series relating to the 
\ i n vest 1 gat 10 ns of comm mi ism, and the many security programs. The 
\ Victual treatment by Herb Block is denied the committee [through the 
. Yefu^al of the Fund for the Republic to make itsifles available for 

examination. The project was discontinued \x\vm the Fund found 
that the series could not be tailored to put ac^ss its point without 
showing the obvious bias. The, committee's ispmaware of the cost of 
this discontinued project to the Fund for tUF Republic* Herb Block 
is known to have received $1,750 for his i^frviees.' 

Kxpemled by the Fund for the Rc^tblic was $27,22T4G for a 
similar propaganda treatment 1 1 v Tw<> films wire prepared 

Jjy Lapp, neither of which werl®oSmwTired by the Fund for the 
Re]>ublic and the films were returned to the author. The principal 
treatment of the first film by A1 Capp was the ridiculing of Ainer- * 
ic;>'^ concern over comm tin ism. It was accomplished fh rough the 
betrayal of a soap manufacturer, who was portrayed exhibiting 
a ridiculous concern over subversives in bis plant. The second film 
by Lapp was a difccri mi nation treatment. The committee takes ex¬ 
ception of this expenditure of $27,000 by the Fund for ihe Republic 
a^ a \iola(ion of expenditures approved under tax-exempt legislation. 
Irrespective of the fact that the film was not distributed, the story 
out line of the film, if the Fund would have been interested in its 
contents, would have demonstrated the propaganda treatment of the 
film and the $27,000 of tax-exempt money would not have (been wasted. 

The Fund expended $;U,8S1.5(h for a film directed by Sidney Lumet, 
a subject of Fog lex’s blacklisting report on TV. This film revolves 
around a school-bus driver, >vho was'asked to sign a loyalty oath. 
The dmer refused to sign the oath and was fired. The film gives 
considerable treatment to a meeting of townspeople debating rein¬ 
statement of the driver. The film ends without showing the resultant 
act ion of the townspeople. It k t lie committee's opinion that this some 
$:it),0()ti I*- another expenditure of tlie Fund for the Republic intended 
to contribute toward the destruction of finally oath requirements. 
The committee is unable <0 find a single treatment of 1 1lie loyalty- 
secmity program by the Fund for the Republic wdiiclij even by in¬ 
ference could be classified as constituting approval. j 

The Fund for the Republic has in addition to the above, spent 
several hundred thousand dollars in an effort to encourages the presen¬ 
tation on the American TV screen of drama which represents (he 
perpetuation of the Fund's way of life. The w inning scripts in the 
Fund's contest for TV plays relating to the subject of civil! rights and 
civil liberties, were made available to radio and TV networks. The 
Fund has bitterly complained over the unw illingness of the radio and 
TV networks to adopt those works for network presentation. The 
Fund's complaint is apparently .based upon disappointment; that the 
industries did not see eye to eye with former Fund chairman, Paul 
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Hoffman. . Hoffman, in a ceremony, at the Waldor 
August 1!)55, stated: 

The subjects with which these writers have! 


Astoria Hotel in i 
dealt include 


some of the fundamental issues facing the Nation today/ We 

...» . . > * > • i _ _'n , t* . J __ I -C 


are 
not all, 
ducti 


conKdAit that the television industry will 


the winning scripts eminently suitable for pro- 


The 


fncipal judge engaged by the Fund for 


find many, if 


the Republic was! 


whom the Fund deseribes as a documentary film pro 
1 1 ^ -In the! 


tfucerT^iT^ah could be classified as ah expert oil Russia. ..^ 

middle 1930’s, he is reported to have been a guide for the Russian! 
Travel Department.. He apparently has had little difficulty in pene-| 
trating the Iron Curtain, as illustrated by.the Him which he made, 
in 1947 on religion in Russia and his 1950 Him on China, lhs objec^ 
tivity and effedPuality are seriously questioned by his presentation or f 
both these su$ects. *, ^ ./ i ; , . ,i 


lie theme of wliichj 
mmittee of awards 
Director Rober t F. 
The 3*yT 


To encourage the live presentation of scripts, tl 
met thcjpproval of the Fund for the Republic, a coj 
w as iijKted by the Fmid. After the death of Fund j 
Sheilroofl. thg awards were named in his honor.. ^ 

lit'lfhWletTges an expenditure in this Held by the Fund of $17,937, 
which the committeejsstiimtes is about one-third of the total expendiv 
tures of the Fund tJuay in this field. In the February 27, 195(>, issue 
of New Reader, Were’is an article entitled “Fund for the Republic 
Mull's Agaiiui Jvlthough this article relates to the Robert K Slier-. * 
uood awarclsyft illustrates The cleverness of the! Fund’s operutmnj^^ 
Hermit Ijluingardcji, J1 \e only theater representative among the bhe^^ 
\iT)CKTaw7Trrr jurors, is the type individual represented in a maiyfixy 
of the Fund “project. His character is also the churactet\^fT the 
majority of the recipients of’Fund grants, as well as.the tt^cnors of _ 
many of tlic publications distributed by the Fund. | Joseph I. Shipley, 
the author of the article, as well as the New Leade“* 

, be considered as objective bystanders^ in either The operation of the % 
Fmi^l for the Republic, the loyalty-security program enforcements; 
or the procedures of committees investigating communism. There! 
fore, as an expression of the position of the committee, the article is 
hereafter quoted: 1 ' _ ! [ 

The Tumi for the Republic has a flue title: it Implies* I a trust, almost a derti- 
cjilinn Tin* Fund is devoted to the preservation of our American liberties. In 
this great <auso. it has just established three awards “for television programs 
dealing with American Liberty and freedom, as presented on commercial tele- 
a i^i<>ii " There K an award of 820.000 “for the best network drama,’’ another of 
$20,000 "for the best network documentary." and one of $1.\U00 "for the best 
production of either type by an!Independent station." jThese prizes are to bo 
known as the Robert.^ Sherwood Awards. j i 

In seeking to honor the memory of Ruhcrf^T Sherwood, in using liis name 
hi lend lus dignity and integrity to its arfrardK, the Fund must assume the 
responsibility of insuring winners \\.lm uml nianifest tlje high level of love of 
domorraey and fair-dealing marked iythe life and in the plays of Robert 
Shorn nod" In the theater, no mor&Jtaiinch exemplar of. democracy caiTbe 
found. As president of tfle lU-anictjtjst ^JitjjUj (jjylsU 6 had space to quote his 
farewell address), as f el I t of* playwrights, as manful 

author, he was a pillar of faith and works for liberal thought and libertrarHis 
There Shall Be Xo Night, a drama of the Finn’s stalwart stand against^nisaian 
tyranny, is a flaming indictment of the ruthless totalitarian dvive^rWhen I 
chatted with him not long before Ids death, he spoke of! “my two dearest loves, 
ihe I’nited Nations ideals njul the theater.” ^ w \ 

Of the 0 jurors for the Robin ( R Sherwood awards, pnly'wijrof the theater. 
Since *\ are attorney's 1 a college pi evident, 1 ^Mrs. IheainlT^RoostwAdt. it is 
dear that the theater representuti\e will'be a 1 rirg(^de|fbrmiViiiVg^’faetor ; ln the 
chohe of the "best network drama." etc. Tor that juror, the Fund might have 
named any of «i score of ft tends and close associates of^ Sherwood, outstanding 
peiMiiw of unquestioned dciotion to the same uleals The Fund chose theater 
producer Kermit Rloomgatdcn. | * 

The career of Kermit Hloonigarden—the only representative of the theater 
among the Sherwood award jurors—has been pi^pinentiy linked with organiza¬ 
tions listed as subversive His activities alonyrheseTines were not confined to 
the years when Russuu-wns our eiitfrced jmy in World War Tl, hilt spread 
llmmgli years w hen th#old-wnr isyTeswjrfh .clearly anil sharply defined. 1 
He was a sponsorjp>f the .Fear. Committee . J He served as 

director and treasurtiFof the Progressive Citizens bf^AmeficrtVTPe was affiliated 
with the IndependaOT Citizens Committee of T li ef At 
which \vrf&^flff!T^^ trte^by TfSTctiairinan. Ha _ 

Communist character, and which Louis Rudenz in 10-18' declared "hud been cre¬ 
ated in Ins office at the Daily Worker. Continuing hih’jnctmty in the National 
Council of the Arts, Sciences and Professions—Tie had been a nominee for office 
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.jor.of the “Sclent ifiy hnd Cul- 

Wa ldorf-As^OTTTltn^rTn^^ 


in its then tor division—THnoingarden was a f 
tuml Conference for World Peace” hold 

'Tt 

If he was unaware of the character of 
Inter days of awakening he 1ms vow 
disavowal. And while all lovers of 
of the role of the early Moscow ArtVrhenter, few lovers of democracy sent 
greetings—not hopes for ^ffierlffTift—on the noth anniversary of that group', 
when it, was sunk under the domination of a dictating tyranny. The Daily 
Worker listed, among the sendeis. Kermit Bioonigarden j 1 

What just i float fan can there lie for the selection of a man with such a hnck- 


»se associations up to then, in these 
no public sign of witiidiawal or 
■ater will recognize the signiluanoi 


ground as the sole t lien ter man for the Slun-wood award: jury? Does the Fund 
for the Republic wish to sustain the ideals associated with Sherwood’s name? 
Too often of 'ate, Fund apologists have had to plead ignorance, or explain that 
misjudgments or omissions can creep in anywhere There are reactiouai les 
ready to cry out against ail foundations using their resources to promote the 
humanities, to foster liberal thought, to sustain our freedoms. Those who 
cherish such ideals must protest when their supposed defenders, with what eve" 
well-meaning purpose, give ammunition to the enemies of freedom The Fund 
for tlie Republic is developing accidents into coincidence—or is it, indeed, a 
^ conscious line? - ! 1 

AMERICAN TRADITION PROJECT 


The American Tradition project, is another example of the onc T 
sided approach of the Fund for the Republic, This Fund-financed 
project had as its purpose the awarding of individuals who .met the 
test American traditions as defined by the officers of (he Fund for the 
Republic. | ] 

This interpretation of the Fund did not result from an analysis by 
the Fund to determine just what (be American {tradition might, be. 
In propagandizing the Ford Foundation Tor the additional $14 million 
which it received in February 19r>:j, the directors of (lie Fund set fortli 
the Necessity of research to determine just what the American legacy 
might be. Until recently it conducted no research of this legacy and 
its decision to award actions w hich exempli lied eit her the legacy or t he 
tradition, were made, not on the basis of impartial study but on the 
biased interpretation of the tradition by Flimbs officers. The resulant 
awards served n^erely to com mend those whose actions the officers of 
the Fund apKrwed, and to condemn those w hose action it disapproved. 

Wjll ,,Moorgnyeiula 11 analyzed the Fund's American Tradition proj¬ 
ect, ana si9-^of it appeared in the October 20, 1957, issue of 

N at i on a 1 v R gyre \v . Like the Shipley article winch related to one 
pfiYistTo Fii ijd*s television propaganda activities, the committee 

reproduced Kendall’s article “The Fund Drives! a Wedge Between 
Our Traditions and Our Way of Life.”This analysis is produced 

611 National Review, October 2<». 10,">7. p. :i70. ^ ^ 

for the purpose of documenting the conflict which projecta/of the 
Fund motivated by bias has caused: j f 

Is the "American Tradition" a mandate for (ho realization oDftlie program 
of contemporary American liberalism? Of'course not; lint t he* Liberals are 
very busy-busy these days insisting—alike in serious scholarly woiks nnd.iii 
their mass propaganda—that our tradition is just thatj\juiT the ‘‘principles’* 
(Tf-our forebears coincided precisely with those of Arthur Rehlesinger, .Jr, and 
that, in consequence, anyone who refuses to emhraee^fh'Ose^prtneiples^is //>.so 
facto a bad, not to say subversive, American. And unless some other people 
get busy-lmsy exposing the Liberals' fibs and half-truths] about out traditional 
way of life—our way of life as it lias actually been lived, and not inere!> as it 
has been written about by star-gazing intellectuals—and 1 about the ideas most 
Americans have actually acted upon down through the decades, it is mhjii going 
to be too late to do anything about it. \ 

I ha\e before me, for instance, a pamphlet entitled "The American Tradi¬ 
tion jn mr.7." published*by the American Traditions Project of—as you might 
guess — the Fund for the Itcpublic. The Project, it seems, lias been sponsoring 
a letter-writing contest, in which the entrants have beenjasked to ’‘write about 
_ any incident, of which they personally weir aware, in] which there was an 
every-day working application of jtho Ameiiran 'traditions of law and justice 1 
and decency for all men ’’ And out of the ‘•hundreds of letters” that came in the 1 
Project is making available in its pamphlet—for your edification and mine—a 
“sampling": not a 1 “sett* tIon." mind you. hut a “sampling." since, we are assured,' 
“those few examples speak truly for lull the letters] They demonstrate, 
(that] our cherished traditions . . work as well today as they always have; 
and. if we are faithful to them, always will " There are. in other words, no two 
. opinions out there in American sociotv as to the kind of behavior our tradition 
enjoins upon us; and the one opinion is Liberal. 1 

Let us make a sampling of the samplings, summarize tlie stories and note the 
“traditions’ they point up: 


i 




I 
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tlm nne imgulive \<>to in Uie.Flurkbt Legislature against certain 
frfSfseii iculated tu avoid compliance with Mu* Supreme Court rilling on ile- 
vegregatimi, Though he knew lie was laying his head on tlur block politic ally, 
he also made a speech in which he said that “second ilass citizens Tare I 
repugnant to our democratic principles'* Hut tin* voters in his cMnstiluem v, 
“under'the full force of the conscience that has inude America great]." re-elected 
him by an overwhelming majority. The moral v "The Founding leathers gave 
Us no* more sacred, right May#the right to dissent”—which, lei notice. to 
ignore the fact that what vras at stake in the election was wo/ ojr£ light to 
dissent (which no one hntyjmaUenged), hut his right to dissent and tj^re-ele< ted 
Winch right, begging Gn^ProjecFs leave, is unknown lo our coiisj^niiiomd law 
(And note the plug for djnsegregation.) 

An art exhihitioiiVdfitlcd “Speits In Art'-' was about to iu'^resented h\ the 
Dallas-fCTexas) Muse um of Fine Arts: The l)a1 Uis Pairir^jc Society iitM^ii'd 
tffliTWTh^pnf iW!fl£fc by ,fntir£f*£The paintersTtSTiTicTiiff^ftg* lie VTiruliiati'd—on 
. the grounds that ouch of them had a “Communist or Communist-front reionl “ 
The Trustees of the Dallas Al t Association found ho ev ulenre snppoiting this 
eharge. and so went ahead and exhibited the pniulings—fmiwmg. as it did 
v that l4 one of the basic principles of American Justice is'that a person K pre- 
smned innocent liniil proven guilty. 1 ’ What-would the Ti listens have done had' 
they discovered Ihe four panders did have Communist or Communist-front icr- 
ords? The* author presumably doesn't know, luit this does not prevent !mn 
from’drawing the (sur<»ly\riwu^ranteel) moral, which he quotes, fiom mat old 
traditionalist Pwliriit FisenWiiwer: . freedom of the arts is ,s Immc free¬ 

dom . . . Fcu^fnt^Rfwifl^SS^nTjF’Ww, t hose s among us | including one supposes. 

1 'OiunmmstsJ vtfTh the rare gift of artistry must he able fieelv to use rlieir 
talent/ 5 And Jn follows, one gathers, that when an Amerhun cmnimuiilv boy¬ 
cotts ay Vunuffiuisl artist or performer, it violates an Amcih an tradition 

1<,< 1 w * HMi l^euple told him that the Mexkuns m a certain shun 
divm?r 8 wig« 5 f ,i na hmilly dirty ami lazy," and prefen ed to ‘dive I hat [wav" Elis 
idea?* Well, the Mexicans mostly didn’t vote So he got them registered ami 
"the pay-off" came~fn*t: street-lights, new .paving, better polk e-s/iw ice. more 
devoted touchers. The moral: "American democracy works |i , brings a 
Jatyroff j only as well as its people make it woik ’ S f> redist tihnt iv e taxation 
is also part of the American tradition ! i 

A Filipino-American family was about to move into a house on Chert-v Street 
in Wiunetka. A physician. a resident m the same street, sought to rally the 
neighbors to "repel this invasion/” Them a family who disaeieed will] him 
got, all the neighbors jforeiher to meet the 1 immlrrs ’ and sentiment slutted 
berry fcsfreel/ tIn’* letter concludes "is quid now Ask 
pcoplc live there Chances are the answer will he* \Jnsf 
ear implication* Anyone w ho thinks the < itizetis of a f l ee 
to choose their neighbors, and therefore favois restrain e 
ir practices, lias American tradition against him--is. in a 


against the doctor 
anybody what kind 
neighbors 1 11 The 
society are entity 
covenants 



this, however, from ihe Project editors, not. one of the 


word, a hao 
Tin may 

lem^^mi erW-once wrote. “Truth is great and will pievail if leltj to hemelf- 
she is the proper and sullicieiit antagonist to,emu ami has nothing to fear from 
the conflict unless by human interposition disarmed of hei natural weapons" 
What human interposition The iTojeit does not siy, "The !oy a It \-set uril.v 
program and the Cnngi esshmal inquirers ahnut Communist pernara'fnm of ao\- 
nrnmeut uJid schools/* lint, asMye traditionally say in Oklahoma, it s»t.*iu.s to 
be thinking it mighty loud. \ 


FELLOWSHIP AND GHANT-JJV-AID 

Tilt! Three-Year Report published by (lie. Fund of (lie, Republic 
•u May 1050, reflects that the Fund had expended on a 

fellowship and grant-m-aid program. That (lie Fund has denied 
the committee access to .its records, we'are unable (o slate how many 
additional thousands have been expended by tbe Fund lor the Re¬ 
public in its program to date. The report 'identified ihe .recipients 
of Fund grunts and briefly catalogs tbe area of study. 

This report excludes ‘fellowships and granfs-imnid*' relating to 
religious or racial matters. Most other studios relate in some \\a\ to 
tbe interest of tbe <oinimmity Party and its members. This interest 
was tied up in either investigations of loyalty-seen tily programs, 
loyalty oaths, .legislative investigations of communism. or to assist 
in the preparation'of a hook based on opinions of a touted States 
court of appeals judge, whose opinions consistent]y reflect a judg¬ 
ment similar to file judgment of the officers of tbe Fund and in par¬ 
ticular the Fund consultant in charge of the fellowship and grunt - 
in-aid program. 

ihe committee has-been unable to locate a single study which lias 
produced an objective discussion of (be problems involved in the 
field of study. The committees study of many of the recipients of 
fellowships and grants iu-aid demonstrate them to possess ajprejiuhce 
in relationship to tl^eir area of inquiry. The recipients of the grants, 
in many instances, had been publicly proclaiming their prejudice 
over a great many years. It is evident that the Fund for the lie- 
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|>u])lic; knew of tlie existence nl this' prejudice and 1 utilized'it by ' 
making grants to t hose possessing si prejudice/ i 

I bis program has been acknowledged by the Fund for the Repub¬ 
lic as llie program of the Officers of the Fund, whose own prejudice 
ue have previously discussed, .*In .the Three-Year Report, the FuncH 
acknowledged that this program was established in September 1!>54. 
lhe purpose of (he'program as set forth ii/the Three- Year Report 
was to permit the oflieers of the Fund to^ 

h iml and assist people o! mature judgment who are doing, 
or who are qualified to do, constructive work in area olj the 
b limbs interest. A 

I he board ol directors ol the Fund, by this«quoted language placed 
inio the hands of b mid President \ Iu(chins and the officers under his 
ront ml, the responsibility of determining three things: s j 

(1) To determine what subject was in the interest of th;e Fund; 
PJ) determine the judgment of the recipient, and (3), to determine 
1 1 (ho recipient's work was constructive. ‘ j- . 

I mler tins criterion President Hutchins, who condemns loyalty 
security programs, determines that someone sharing opinions of the 
programs similar to his, possesses mature judgment; that his work is 
constructive and because it conforms with the opinion of president 
11 nli*hi ils. that the program falls within t he interest of the Fund, 
l he b uml thereafter makes a grant, and in spite of the background 
ot the recipient, ol this grant, claims that, it did not influence either 
t lie area of t lie st ud\ nr the end product. 

Io assist tlie perpetuation of the prejudices of Hutchins, the Fund 
appnmted a consultant. The consultant appointed was Prof. Robert 
h. ( liyhman, of Cornell, who has passed on all fellowship jupplica- 
tums, lhe bund in its report tells us nothing of Unrfesaor Cush- 
maiis background that would establish his quail lie: i^ous for the posi¬ 
tion lie was given, Ry tlie same token, the Fimd^?onceals (Fishman 
hum, w Inch bias be has been expressing over a gi^Tt many years. The 
I mid tailed to disclose that, the job which Fund commissioned 
( ushman bv perform was similar to jobs Vj«h he had beemcommis- 
Moned to perform by the RoekeJVIIer FoMjdation. Cushmans bias 
was dealt with in the 'p 0 

inc^t mate Iax-e\empt bound?/ions and Comparable Institutions 
• liili'd 1 !*;>-!, ami (lit; comniiUee docs not, intend to duplicate the find- 
ol Unit commit tec. We have found, in addition, that Cushman, 
m .lanuaiw l!»4S. was iel'eirin<r to eonimisfiional findings of Comniu- 
niM espiomii-v aetivilies as the fc *oi^v of unrestrained witchhunt im«v’ 

\\ itli the disclosures ol the Canadian Commission, of Soviet csino- 
naiic act n Hies a-rainsl lhe Canadian Govornmenf, and the eoniiec.fiim 
inks lo activiltes anamst the American Government before him, 
tliu ln in 1 |>'«>giams were for no otherjpurpose 

We have managed lo inslill into the mind of every man or 
woman who holds a Government' job, or who wants to hold a 
Government |oh, that he had better read the ri-rLt ho'oks 
newspapers and magazines, says tlie rij-ht things, and, eon- 
siderina all the lisks, had Imtie.r not join any oryanization 
or soeieu at all, since, a Communist mijiht, also join it, and 
ihen he would become a fellow traveler and be, dam'ned 
lureveix , , 1 

AA c are in the process ol building up the impression that 
wc w ish to stall the Lnited St ates Government with people 
who. in self protect ion, will follow two simple rules:'(1) 

I lniik only approved and orthodox thoughts: and (2j in 
case of doubt .don't think at all. 

Professor Cushman's objectivity can he seen by Ins 1040 clmracter- 
izat i () n of “national disgrace' of the dislocation and internment of 
Japanese residing m the Fnited States. He does not bother to state 
w hat he would June done m light of (lie tragedy of Pearl Harbor, nor 
does he bother, in referring to an action taken 7 years prior, reset the 
scene and advise of thj^probleins America tlien faced. 

( uslmaihs aetmtv^in objecting to programs designed to! restrict 
the artiNities of nlopibers of the Soviet espionage structure! has not 
been limited k) thployalty security program. Speaking before tlie 
1 Society in Philadelphia in April 1048, he at- 
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tacked the policy of the Government in denying passports to Commujs 
nists. Of eoui’se, Cushintuvs intellectual dishonesty did not permit 
him to portray those individuals who* were denied passports as being 
Communists, instead he falsified the issues by identifying the indir 
viduals as those who merely “wish to travel abroad to attend conferj- 
ences and.express opinions on questions of interest.” 

During the same speech, Cushman did not lose] the opportunity to 
again attack the Government's loyalty-security program. His oppoj- 
sition to the loyalty-security program* ip^his speech was “because the 
principle of guilt by association” liafinaeen assimilated into the pro¬ 
gram. Guilt by association,’ ns interpreted by Ijrofessor Cushman 
in his speeches which we have renewed, is intended to excuse the in¬ 
tellectually dishonest Commh^fst who refuses to sign a party card 
but support's its program through the organization which the Com¬ 
munist Party creates. t | ! 

Pub! ic Relatio ns As^Q^ation, Cushman defend^^^^^^^m^^as* 
“a TeaDft*^^ uni versihes. Like in the passport dis¬ 

cussion and his opposition to that njfogram, Professor Cushman dei¬ 
ce] ves by identifying the college jgrofessors who jwere the subject of 
his defense not as members of tlifl^Coinmunist Party, but as professors 
who campaigned fpi^Henrv ^5j 7 allace.y v ( , 

With Rockefeller man had prepared many 

biased works. bp researchers and autlrfs whose bias was known prior 
to his hiring m them under the Roeyweller grant.] One of his Rocke¬ 
feller gl^i instil dies was eomWtap under Cushman’s direction, by 
Eleanor wntecou. Joseph VolmflTr., the Fund’s [security consultant 1 , 
dnringt?#^p¥eMd^ncy of Clifford P. Case, prepared in January 1054, 
a memorandum containing certain ^ recommendations about Fund 
projects in the loyalty-security field. His memorandum dealt with 
the studies under the Rockefeller grant and referred specifically to 
the end product of Eleanor Bontecou. Wrote Volpe: f 

Tlie Bontecou book is'perhaps the most comprehensive and 
detailed effort of all the material that has come out of the , « 

project. Unfortunately, it is heavily flavored with the [ 

author's own point of view and this detracts (from its value ; 

as an objective source for piihlic evaluation!and criticism. 

In spite of this finding/by former security consultant, Volpe, Cush¬ 
man, and the officers qjfthe Fund for the Republic made two grants 
to Eleanor Bontecon.//These are described in the Three-Year Report; 
as being made to: 0) Permit her to finish a book for general sale! 
entitled “The Brief Thev Pay", dealing with thy loyalty-security 1 
program, and (34fassist in the preparation of a book oh the opinion; 
of diulge Tfenry Edgerton. \ ' T * 

Tlie'decisions dPJudge Edgerton have apparently had a warm place 1 
5n the heart of Professor,Cushman since March of 1048, and his dis¬ 
senting opinion in the Edward Bftrxky et al„ appellant# v. ,Z7. of 
America, appellee. Tn the dissenting opinion of this case, which in¬ 
volved a contempt of Congress conviction of Edward Barsky and 
other officers and directors of the Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Com¬ 
mittee, Judge Edgerton in a footnote reference used no less an author-1 
itv to support, his dissent than the biased opinion of Prof. Robert 
E. Cushman. o- i 

The authority quoted by Judge Edgertpn is tliejunsupported ,opin¬ 
ion of Professor Cushman which a footnote reference carries ast 
follows: | I 

Professor On simian says: The opprobrious epitaph <f un-.\!meWoan” was applied 
to all those who indulged in an open criticism of our institutions, our so-called I 
American way of life, or of Mr Pies. Good loyal American citizens, who ought! 
to know better, were persuaded to give their support to tile suppression of free 
speech, free press on the grotesque theory that they were thereby showing tlieir 1 
loyalty to the basic principles of Americau democracy. Bigotry was made not] 
merely respectable hut noble, by the skillful use of labels or slogans. American! 
public opinion was inoculated with a dangerous idea that true Americanism 
consists in the stalwart defense of the status quo and the* suppression of those! 
dangerous and disloyal people who are unpatriotic enough do want to criticize it 
or suggest any change in It. ' 

Kot only was Professor Cushman a consultant, he was also the re¬ 
cipient of a grant from the Fund of some $20,00()j This money was! 
appropriated‘to Professor Cushman by the Fund .for the Republic to. 
enable him to finish two books. One—“Civil Liberties in.the United 
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States was purchased by the Fund for distribution [to press, lawyers, 
civic leaders. Freedom Agenda, and political science teachers. Need- 
> less to say, this book was an expansion of Cushman’s opposition to 
loyalty-security programs, legislative investigating] committees, and 
other programs primarily installed as a check of Communist subver¬ 
sion. In his book, Cushman continues his deceitjfnl campaign of 
frilsety misrepresenting the activities, of instrumentalities exposing 
communism—such as the Committee on Un-American Activities— 
and impugning the integrity and honesty of the elected membership 
of this committee without facFto support. Ins insinuations. 

A typical misrepresentation.' Cushman writes as factual: ' 

•TheJNest assembled by legislative investigating committees are official Govern¬ 
ment recor<K They are the property of the government to he used in I lie offi¬ 
cial work of the committee or other agencies of the Government These tiles 
contain information about thousands of individuals, some of! it reliable, some of 
It admittedly unsifted and therefore unreliable. The House fommitree on bn- 
American Activities from time to time allow access to‘its Ifiles. or release in¬ 
formation from its .hies, to persons not connected with the Government, some of 
these persons were private or commercial Communist hunters, newspapermen or 
radio broadcasters. Such bootlegging of tfie contents of official, confidential doc¬ 
uments inflicts a serious injustice upon those whose names are thus improperly 
released to outsiders In the light of this evidence of committee Irresponsibility 
one can understand the adamant opposition of the President; the Attorney Gen¬ 
eral. and Mr. .T. TCdgar Hoover, to demands that Fill records he turned over to 
congressional committees. 

' ^bout the only claim of Cushman's quoted in the above paragraph' 
that is factual is that the files assembled by legislative investigating 
committees tire official Government records. ; He is mistaken both as 
to what the files actually contain and the use which is made of them. 
The files are the files of the House of Represent atiyes and are made 

* available to executive agencies of the Government tojassist the execu¬ 
tive department in conducting loyalty-security programs. Thev can- 
not be reviewed jby the Executive as a matter of right. The files to 
which Cushman] referred are not confidential files] hut are records 
which result from the indexing of public printed sources. Any cifi- 
zen the United States could go into a large public library, such as 

i C *x!i e ' V \ or k ^hy Library and obtain the information which is in 
the*hies of the committee and which is made'available to executive 
agencies of the Government or to Members of Congress. 

Contrary to Mr. Cushman's claim, these files are not made available 
to persons not connected with the Government except as thev might 
be released to such persons by individual Members of Congress, rather 
than the Committee on Un-American Activities. As a matter of fact, 

. nearly all of the individual directors of the Fund's Communist history 
project have obtained these records through Members of Congress. 
As a matter of fact, several of these directors have become particu¬ 
larly incensed over the refusal of the committee to make the files 
available to them directly. One even went so far as to censor the 
chairman of the,committee for his refusal to make records available 
on them*]aim that he had written to the mainnaiu not as the chairman 

* j committee, but as an dmlividu$r Member of Congress and he 
therefore expected the documents whjffln he requested, i 

The (Committee on Un-Americad^lctivties maintains confidential 
files, the contents of which are jpfeased to no source outside of the 
committee. Only one time was ftfere exception to this;and this excep¬ 
tion-was made to Prof. Robert Iv. Caw, whom Professor Cushman had 
commissioned under a R^Icfetlei^Fouh(lati<)n grant to write a book 
pn the activities of this committee. This permission was given to 
J rotessor Carr after lie had convinced the committee of his objectivity. 
The book by Professor Carr so perverted the facts which had been 
given to him that the committee has not granted the authority to unv 
individual since that time. , 1 

Even Professor Cushman’s claim which involves the opposition of 
the President, the Attorney General and Mr. ,L Edgar! Hoover, to the 
demands^ that the FBI records he turned over to the congressional 
committees, is far removed from fact. The individuals cited know 
that the Committee on Un-American Activities maintains confiden¬ 
tial files and they:have never interposed objections to-turning over 
FBI records for the reasons claimed by Professor Cushman.*" The 
committee does not seek FBI records except for one instance in 1948, 
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when evidence contained in'the committed tile was in conflict with the 
,assertions of the Administration as to the content of executive files 
1 he--reasoni the committee does not seek FBI records, and I he reason 
why the FBI would be reluctant to surrender such records to a com- 
not tee, if the v were requested, revolves'solely round the identity of 
l!™*! 8 ;, T,le committee which is' dedicated to strengthenin'' 
l 'luted .States sminty, is not interested in tearin«r it. dmvn l>v learning 
the identity F ^ informants, whether criminal or subversive. 

Moral integrity and intellectual honesty aye reserved bv Cushman 
tor hiniselt and those individuals who support tlie conspiratorial 
, activities of Communists as an inalienable ri<rht <ruai*an(eed by the 
Constitution. In impugning the motivations of legislative committees 
investigating commijnism, or the people’s chosen representatives, who 
Jieacl up these committees. Cushman offers opinion devoid of fact 

Congressional investigations intended to determine the nature of 
the Comnuinist conspiracy and the extent, to which it has infiltrated 
American society is characterized by professor Cushman as punitive 
•exposure of subversives. The men who headed these committees are 
described, in Ins book, Civil Liberties in the United States, financed 
and distributed by the Fund for the Republic, as men whose political 
dbloy-iT a,e 1 l ^ ct y enhanced by the number of persons exposed as 

. Cushman builds on an unsupported theory that political ambition 
’ is the sole reason for the investigations by the Congress. Followin<r 
le theme of Fund President Hutchins, which we have earliorhuoteiL 
l uslimnn characterized congressional investigations as the most politi¬ 
cally profitable activity in which a Congressman can engage. To em¬ 
phasize this point, but. completely overlooking the rules of the House 
o Representatives with respect to committee assignments, Cushman 
claims that it was reported in 1!>53 that 185 of 221 Republican Mem¬ 
bers of the House applied for membership on .the House Committee on 
Ci.-American Activities. The propaganda nature of Cushmans book 
s evident, to anyone taking the time to analyze it in light,of the 
know ledge of activities engaged .in by congressional committees. It 
is evident from reading the hook and considering the ideological back¬ 
ground of President Hutchins, that both the grant of tax-exempt 
money to I rofessor Cushman and the distribution of the end product 
which was Ins book, qualify him, as fnffllihg Hutchins' criteria’ 
•namely, of having mature judgment oyflie subject, performing ron- 

lnterest e determin,n P tl,a ^SP 110 PnpHH<hi was in the Fund’s 

F9 nt " i ' 1 Wimm, of the Fund for the Republic 
!»U 1,1 i' th ^ iree w?ar Report, two fellowships which re- 

sultedjm^ooks, one by Edward Shils, The Torment of Secredv, and 

IWntltr’the' Disloyal. The fellowship to 
^ ! S est!l . 1) . ,1 i ,,le< l ]) y the Fund as being for the purpose 

of a sfndy-ofthe potential leadership of the extreme right andlof the 
opposition to,it. The fellowship to Edward Shils was established as 
thi ll°H erm,t -T 1 ' f ° c 1 T p,ete a Popular book for general sale on 
. scfenSs y ' Seem y 1 WUh en ' 1>hi,sis ofl 'ts ^application to 

Mortin Grodzins’ fellowship for a study of the potential leadership ^ 
of the extreme right resulted in. Ins book, The Loval and Disloyal ^ 
The research financed by the Fund was used as a buildup to par (if 
of the book in which the author was severely'critical of our lovrfffv 
investigahons. The sources of the author’s criticism, is not theJ^md- 
financed/esearch hut rather is it, through the quoting hvVdodzin 
t> v,ews his sources, such as Walter* Gellhorn 

RobeiVK. Out, Eleanor Ronteeou, Marie Jalioda, A'felJaHli .Huns’ ’ 
Mor^ham^nd Edward Shils.. All are standard sources foTW 
vTmry’trffTfe^iipon lova 1 t.v-secnr i tv congressional investigations or 
the other programs instituted by the State and Federal Government 

" ww “«"» ■°i>« R ii'oiis of t i, e osas 

With tiie views of these sources before him, Grodzins finds that t, 
fiequent criticism ot the loyalty-security programs is that thev utilize 
undemocratic procedures tor democratic, goals. Other than the nre- 

findiugs:' eWS ° f US S0Ul ‘ ces ’ lle , ? t0 substantiation for his 





The loyalty-security programs produce reverse conse-l 
quenees. They weaken national loyalty rather than s 
strengthen; thev undermine, not, increase, competence; they 
create more traitors than they uncover.! ' . ' ' * 

Edward Shils is a professor of social science. Imiversity of Chicago. 

He has opposed most procedures and legislation, instituted or enacted, - 
for the purpose of restricting the activities of international K (jWi- 
numist agents. Since its formation following the close 1 of Wjorld 
War II. he lias acted in an editorial capacity on the staff of the Bulle¬ 
tin of Atomic Scientists. This bulletin was established bv those sci¬ 
entists engaged in our A-bomb development during World War IT, 1 - 
who opposed the secrecy connected with the atom bomb development 
and the loyalty-security measures to which these scientific persons • 
were subject. 

In October 1952,' Edward Shils edited the special edition of the 
Bulletin, of Atomic Scientists which was devoted to the attacking 
of passport and visa policies of the United States, and ^provisions of 
the Internal Security Act of 1050 and the Immigration and National¬ 
ity Act of 1052. His opposition, together with the opposition of the 
Bulletin itself, lias met <lie officers of the Fund for the Republic's' 
standard for judgment and competence, together with the determina¬ 
tion that with his and the Bulletin’s views involve ail area of interest 
to the Fund. "The Fund for the Republic distributed 25,000 copies 
of a special issue of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, April 1955, to 
the clergy, law, press, et cetera, selected by the Bulletin for distribu¬ 
tion. Edward Sliils was the author of an article in this special issue 1 
which was entitled ‘‘Security and Science Sacrificed to Loyalty’M In 
tliavtirle^Shils acknowledges the discontent of certain atomic sci¬ 
entists and their refusal to cooperate with the Federal Government 
in its security program: ' j 

During the war, scientists chafed at the restraints, com¬ 
plained to one another, and accumulated much distress about 
the restrict ions imposed hv the security system. j 

Typicaf of Fund for the Republic officers, or'recipients of Fund 
graittsjihe same rules which apply to them, are not accorded by them 
to of^Prs. Edward Sliils is no exception to this theory. M edfor d y 
Evans is the author of the Secret War for the A-Bonlb. 

--Edward A. Shils reviewed this book for the February 1954 issue 
of the Bulletin £©]• the Atomic Scientists. Titling his review: “Con- - 
sptratorial £J.rfTlucinations" he, without proof, questions Evans logic, 
integrity^aftd even his sanity. Sliils' unwillingness to accord to Evans 
the freedom of opinion which he demands for himself is demonstrated 
by .his condemnation of the publisher of Evans' book. Wrote Shils>: 

What is appalling about this work is not just the fact thatjr 
such an aphantasy lias arisen in the mind of one man. It is 
rather the fact that a publishing house which seeks to become 
the rallying point of a responsible and intelligent con^ervv 
at ism, which this country needs, should publish &pv\i a 
frivolous work. Jr * j ^ 

Sliils vehemently condemns any reference to Harold COTrey'saffilia¬ 
tion with ('ommunist-front organizations, or:hTS^^sfflpport"O’Pfel o\vn 
Communist causes. Urey was vice chairman of the hoard ofiiponsors 
of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists for the special issua^published 
aiul circulated by tlie Fund for the Republic. J.^Ro bert Qnpenlieiiner 
was chairman at this time, Shils, w ith the sanle vehS 
the Gray ( ommissioifs finding with inspect to Jiis^myalty, How¬ 
ever, in his review of Evans, he accords to Janies Bonham, the author 
of the introduction to Evans* hook, the saiilF^ffRr^ with¬ 

out apparent shame or remorse. Of James Burnham, Sliils wrote: 

After Iiis flirtations with totalitarianism and with large- 
scale political prophecy * * * in sponsoring this book, lie 
makes himself tlie sponsor of an intellectually and amorally 
irresponsible fantasy, which stands firmly in a 150 year olcl! 
tradition of political paranoia and disruption. 

Edward Shils* The Torment of Secrecy, the research of which!was 
financed by the Fund for the Republic, is a standard Shils' product. 
However, as is the case w ith either a propagandist or a dictator, each 
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advancement must include new gains if the following.is to be appeased. 
With the .technique of Gobbehhe makes statements of fact and findings 
on subjects which neither he nor the Fund, for the Republic has con¬ 
ducted research. . M 1 

The New Leader, January 9, 1956, published an, article by Edward 
Shi Is, the Poisoning of Political .Discourse, The New Leader in 
acknowledging the controversial nature.of the article identified it as 
being one of the angrier sections of Shils’The Torment of SecrecyJ 
The Poisoning of Political Discourse is the perpetuation of another 
Fund-financed propaganda piece, The Kept Witnesses. Like the 
hitter article by Richard Revere, it charges tliatjtlie former members 
of the Communist Party who have testifiedin Federal courts o® before 
congressional committees, are willing to continue their career of 
personal rancor and hatred, as long as the Department of Justice pays. % 


* embitterment, shady existence and moral instability. j ^ 

We have earlier in this report discussed the Fund for the Republic 
project, involving the analysis of the testimony) of Government wit¬ 
nesses by Stanford University School of Law, We have shown frcjm 
their documentation that the results of their analysis of the^testimphy 
of Government Witnesses had not been made public by January 1948. 
We have shonm further that Stanford Universityjjjlchool of Law 
analysis wasifmited to only the testimony of foiu^ntnesses. There¬ 
fore, Edwa^t A. Shils’ blanket condemnation cimnot be based on any 
study udijifi be has made of the record. w \ s j 

Eugene^Lyons, roving editor of tl D^ e^ and author of 
Assigiimentrin'Utopia, The Red Decaoe^mrUnknown Ex-President, 
and Our Secret Allies: The Peoples of Russia, replied to the Edward 
Shi Is article in the New leader of January I JO, 1956. Wrote Mr. Lyons 
of Edward Shi Is' condemnation of those* who had .testified against the 
Communist conspiracy: - } ( 

His readiness to .denounce all those who in the past 10 years . I 
have given personal testimony about an incomparably greater 
prime—the Kremlin-directed conspiracy jto destroy his ] 
country by infiltrating its government and subverting its { 
institutions—indicates that he would withhold valuable in¬ 
formation reflecting on Soviet spies, if he had it. ^ , 

The chairman of the Committee on Un-American’ Activities has 
questioned wliether or not the Fund for the Republicand its opera¬ 
tions was a friend or foe of the international Communist conspiracy. 
That is was a friend of communism in this endeavor by Shilis cannot 
be doubted. No wonder Eugene Lyons, in his reply to Edward Shils,, 
'was constrained to write: | ' 1 

Can anything be more mean spirited than his (Shils) I 
blanket condemnation and reckless sneer of all former Com- ! 
munists who chose to nu>ke their special knowledge of 
Communist persons and their techniques available to k lie j 
Government? Can anything be more ungenerous in his fail- £ \ 
ure to make a single exception in his imputation of vicious j 
and sick motivations to all who have given 1 witness against j 
Kremlin agents before legislative committees, in courtrooms, 
or in the department of Justice inquiries ? - j 1 J 

Another benefactor of the Fund for the Republic’s fellowship grant- 
in-aid program is Professor Walter Gellhorn. Gellhorn supposedly 
meets the test for integrity, constructive work, anil engaging m activi¬ 
ties which are of interest to the Fund for the Republic. He has 
associated in the past with, Professor .Cushman, consultant on* this 
program in prejudiced attacks on legislative committees investigating 
communism. The Cornell series involving thej Committee on Un- 
American Activities, the Tenney Committee of California, Washing¬ 
ton State Committee, to name only a few, also resulted in books which 
the Fund for the Republic .purchased and disseminated. Gellhoijn 
has a personal stake m congressional investigating committees. He 
was witness before the committee in 1943“. Hejis the author of an 
article entitled “Report on a Report of the House Committee of Un- 
American Activities,” which appeared in the Harvard Law Review 
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of October 1947. This artide:bui1fc around the defense of the South¬ 
ern Conference for Human Welfare condemned tlhe Committee on 
Un-Aitoericnn Activities for exposing its Communist control. Inci¬ 
dentally, it is this same Southern Conference for Human Welfare 
which is to be the subject of discussion in the Fund’s History of the 
Communist Party project, of which Gellliorn 1ms been in some con¬ 
sultation. Gellh'oni has a Consistent.record of opposing the Fed¬ 
eral Government’s loyalty-security programs, dated as fir back as 
1949. The committee’s investigation has discovered that Gellhorn, 
typical of propagandists, is not governed by the Golden Rule. In 
1949,- Ra bbi. Ben jamin Schultz, head of the Jewish League Against 
Commllfrrsn^ the propaganda approach by which 

> Gellhorn, Cushman, Carr, and Bonfecou, etc., were approaching the 
investigatipn of legislative investigations of communism under the 
Rockefeller Foundation grant. j 

On October 25, 1949, Gellhorn wrote Rabbi Schultz a letter, which 
was intended to support Gel thorn’s condemnation of a former chair- 
_ rtiun of the- Committee on Hn^merican Activities, as well as the 
committee itself. Wrote GelUrffrn: 

On one occasion, eiKjjjfn943, the then chairman of the com¬ 
mittee* RepBBggntnt,ivej^es^described me as a lecturer of the 
' Communist-coqfi^fecl workers school * * * in the light of its 
awareness of the true facts, the House committee never re¬ 
peated the false assertion rhade by Mr. Dies, j 

‘ . .To illustrate the propaganda technique of Professor Gellhorn it 
is interesting to compare his testimony before the committee in 1943 
with the contents of his letter to Rabbi Schultz: 

Question. On February 1, 194a. Mi\ Dies, of Texas, made an address before 
the House of Representatives in Washington. In that adilress he referred to 
you as follows: | 

Waller Gellhorn, assistant general counsel of the Office of Price Administra¬ 
tion, in the New Ybrk office, at a salary* of $8,000 was a lecturer this week at 
the Communist Party Workers School. 

Is that a'coi rect statement of fact? 

Mr. Gellhorn. I don’t remember whether it was within jibe week of his ad¬ 
dress, Dr. Matthews, but it is true that I made an address at the workers school; 

Question. Do you recall whether that address was made bn of about January 
mQ) 1943/ ! 

Mr. Gellhorn, That is correct, January 23- 1 

Marie Jnhoda, New York University, is a regular member of the 
Fund for the Republic team: She has been used to “further the 
interest of the Fund” on some-of the Fund.for tlie Republic most 
deceitful jDr-ojects.^ t Ma rigJ|ihoda wa,s born in Vienna, Austria. An 
Austrian bociajist, sneneoflie rise of Hitlerism by moving to London, 
from whence site immigrated to the United States. In the early 1930’s, 
she was an assistant to Dr. Paul FI Lazerfeld, whom she has assisted 
in his Fund for tlie Republic project Fear in Education. It is alleged 
that they were at one,time married. Since arriving in the United 
States, Marie Jnhoda lias contributed to a rise of socialism in the 
United States. Her opposition tor the Communist Party revolves 
solely around the identity of the Socialist movement as the predomi¬ 
nant Socialist movement in tlie United States. Her Socialist outlook 
accounts for her long opposition to loyalty-security programs and the 
refusal of the American people to acceptable philosophy of atheism 
and socialism. A supporter of amnestjpTor American Communists 
convicted under the Smith Act, she \\j0Tinvited as an observer to the 
Communist Party convention held New York in February 1957. 

Maria Jahoda has been l iggii^ Upestionnaires, the answer of which 
were preconceived for many yeaf^f _ ' ! 

In cooperation witli, St^iUt W. Cook, she submitted an article 
for the if led 7 “Secutri ty Measures and Freedom 

of Thought: an Exploratory Study of the Impact of thcTLoyalty and 
- Security Programs.” The article results from a survey of security 
/ measures aS they apply to the “college faculties land the Federal 
employees.” The objectivity of this study is immediately apparent 
when we realize that the condemnation of the security measures dealt 
with in the article is based on interviews which weije conducted with 
u 15 faculty members from different universities and with 70 Federal 
employees of professional rank in Washington, D. C ” Even the 
classification of Federal employees interviewed as! being of profes¬ 
sional rank is disputed, in light of the fact that some of the Federal 
employees were classified as GS-5. 
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The technique of the authors in conducting;the interview is evident 
»■ , hypothetical situations which were created in tlie interview 

and the use which the authors used of responses to these hypothetical 
situations, for their condemnation of security measures. L\n example 
of this is set forth iu the article: | 

Think of one of your colleagues at work, whom vouSknow 
well enough to be convinced.of his loyalty. I want to ask 
you a number of questions with regard to this colleague. 

Don't answer in general terms, but take a special situation 
and,characteristics into account. Suppose that, this person 
comes to you, obviously worried, to ask for your advice. 

He thinks that; his loyalty is suspected. He has just dis- 
covered that his neighbor with whom he is on friendly 
visiting terms has been accused of being a Communist. IVour 
colleague wonders what to do. The situation is cohmli- 
cated by the fact'that he has just been offered ,u job outside 
the Government which is rensouablj* attractive, although he 
wouldn’t ordinarily accept it. He is pondering the fol¬ 
lowing alternatives: (1) Take the outside job. (2) Talk im¬ 
mediately to loyalty board or security officers about the 
situation. ($) Stay and wait without doing anything about 

"iY itli tlie vast knowledge that the committee possesses of the Federal 
loyalty-security program, it can be clearly stated that there are no 
provisions of the loyalty-security program which would iilstify the 
hypothetical situation presented by the authors. The Government 
employee would certainly not be tiie subject of;any loyalty-security 
charges on. the meager information contained in the hypothetical pres¬ 
entation.. Therefore, in choosing this hypothetical situation, the au¬ 
thors were looking forward only to the use they could make of merely 
every answer ns a criticism of the program ns a whole. 

The authors used their anoymOus respondents to infer that Federal 
employees, holding high positions in Government, were becoming 
involved in investigations because of contributions of <$1 to’an' 
organization which turned out to be Communist. The authors also 
. used then* anonymous respondents to make charges that it was not 
the official loyalty program but the impact of congressional [interfer¬ 
ence which prevents nonconservative people from getting jobs Us- 
ing the same anonymous respondents, the authors paint the lovaltv- 
secimty program as being one which is suspicious of people with for¬ 
eign-sounding names; having been in college during the depression; 
not members of an organized church; those who actively work in an 
election campaign; and union members because they are in the minor¬ 
ity m Government. 

An advocate of religion is not a free thinker, according to the am 
* 11 l cenh,1 T Christian ceases to believe in miracles, 

w tt e ?ry was usec ! b y the authors to explain how prior to World 
Weil II, when an applicant was not hired for Government service, it 
wa<s assumed that lie was not good enough for a position, while today * 
n is assumed that he is a Communist As set forth in the article, the 
comparison is treated as follows: 

A Christian in the fourth century, when confronted with evidence that a 
dead Iverson had stood up in his deathbed and Jhed, would prohub! v tune thought 
immediately of miracles and Hi vine interference A 20th centurv Christian nr a 
free thinker [atheist] confronted with the same fa< t would probablv have ids 
thoughts turn to the development of surgical skill in heart operations 

A Federal employee right before4he last war, when confronted in a conversa¬ 
tion with liis superior's hesitation iir-accepting a possible candidate in his de 
paituient, might have concluded that the eandidate was not good enough for 
the job, or had an ^unpleasant personality. In llttl. as lecorded «bo\e. the mics- 
tion is asked. Is he a Communist? ; 

With 1ft anonymous faculty members and 70 anonymous Federal 
employees to act as patsies, the authors covered the entire Held. llmv 
this limited group could possess such wide knowledge, the authors did 
not bother to explain. They merely write: 

The Hatch, McCarrnn, Smith Acts were brought into the field of discussion. 
Speeches in Congress, the role and functions of the FBI, departmental routine 
checks, and special investigations; security procedures, and lovaltv proceduics* 

State, municipal investigative programs; the In-American Atthbies Commit¬ 
tee; the procedures of broadcasting companies and of private industry : the activ¬ 
ities of various private organizations self-appointed to improve the Attorney 
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Gcncrar* list of suspect orj'iiulzatlons—they arc nil mentioned as an Integral 
part of the security measures to which the resiMUidents addressed their coinments. 

The authors also fail to explain the context in which there was 
discussed “the procedures of broadcasting companies and of private 
industries/' Whatever the context, it was a subject of ignorance to 
Marie dalioda, who in January 1055, wrote John Cogley, in connection 
with his request of,her to “study the psychology of blacklisting,” 
She wrote Cogley, “We are not familiar,with the intricate structure 
of the entertainment industry.” In accepting the offer of John Cog¬ 
ley to contribute to the Fund’s ^propaganda study of blacklisting— 
movie, radio, television—MarWChihoclu acknowledged that Edward 
R. Morrow, whom, we have jgreviously disc\issed/was phiyingja vole 
of directing the^blacklistinufi>roject. In tfldifijpu she submitted to 
Cogley a list or psychologists to participate iwft conference for the 
purpose^ of uetablisbingl# strategy \ to ue followed. Among those 
mvitedrutmMDr.Wiola laniard, Dr.\(lward Boring, Dr. Stuart W. 
Cool/Dr. Nevifdrd^Dr. M. Ifi^VsterSinitH, and Div fTSodwift 

mMbn. - 

* ^nAn^examjnation of the background of the above individuals rec¬ 
ommended by Dr. Jahoda recalls the adage,'“Birds of a feather 
flock together.” * l . 

It will be noted that Viohi Bernard was identified an active partied 
punt m a study of the intact of loyalty oaths; Dr. Jahoda failed to 
set forth that she w a si#™ p posit ion to the Committee on Un-American 
Activities and luuj^fmbliely called for its abolishment, ; 

Dr. Kdward U^nng, in addition to being chairman of 

ssociations, Committee on Freedom of 1 11 qinly, hact 
iittee on Un-American Activities from the 
davs when it was a special'committee under the chairmanship of 
Martin Dies, of Texas. He has also publicly opposed legislation 
intended to restrict the activities of the Communist Party of the 
United States, its members, and its front organizations. j 
Stewart Cook, as reported above, collaborated previously with Dr. 
Jahoda, including the study of security measures, the finding of jwhich 
were based on alleged interviews with. 15 college faculty members and 
70 government employees. | 

Dr. Sanford, as reported by Dr. Jahoda has published a study of 
the California University loyalty oath situation, and his lack of 
objectivity can be easily determined by a review of liis published 
study. ' 1 

Dr. M. Brewster Smith, in addition to opposing congressional in¬ 
vestigations, opposes investigations of foundations. Rather than this 
bias disqualifying her or the other membei-s of the panel discussion, 
it appears that her position on foundations was the factor which 
dictated her selection. ] 

If there was needed further proof of the lack of objectivity of Dr. 
Jahoda, her recommendation of I)r. Goodwin Watson would iii itself 
l>e sufficient. Dr. Watson's association and public activities, which 
have from time to time supported causes of international communism 
have Ixjen the subject of pdblie discussion over many years. To re¬ 
move lmn from the Federal payroll, the Congress of the United States 


enacted legislation withholding funds for the position which he held 
He lias been ,e witness before the Committee on Un-American Activi¬ 
ties and hasjonsistently and publicly called for its abolishment. (While 
they knocked downthe legislation denying funds to pay for Dr’. Wat¬ 
son's emidoyment, as a bill of attainder, be continued to support causes, 
including (he Communist-directed riots which revolved around Paul 
JiobesXfsappearance in Peekskill. N. Y. 5 »ssa 

-nCot-lm^vas Dr. Watson suggested as participant in this confer¬ 
ence. but the officers of the Fund for the Republic approved an award 
in his behalf similar to the Mary Knowles type award! Dike the 
Mary Knowles award the officers of the Fund for the Republic-'ap¬ 
proved the award, derided on the amount, recommendejbiUto the| Fund 
board of directors and then dispatched Maureen Blnpk Ogden to make 
the investigation. By the time the Fund for the Republic got around 
to even considering the award to a medical center and to Community 
Chest groups, in up-State New York, there was not even a controversy 
remaining. Dr. Watson had lieeu retained by the medical center in 
a consultant capacity. Maureen Black Ogden, the Mary Knowles 
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award investigator made no independent investigation of the facts 
surrounding Dr. Goodwin Watson. Site interviewed only those indi¬ 
viduals who supported the action of retaining Dr. Watson. j 

While three Community Chest groups were [originally in this dis¬ 
cussion revolving around Dr. .Watson, Malireen Black Ogden recom¬ 
mended against v an award to one, because she did not believe that jthe 
discontinuance of financial cooperation between the medical center 
and the Community Chest were as represented by even the proponents. 

She did not believe that the discontinuance resulted from the policy 
that recipients of Community Chest funds could not‘participate 1 in 
other fund-raising activities. 1 But as we have stated there was no 
controversv at, the-time the Fund considered the awafd, and the only 
purpose which could he served by the Fund for the "Republic were 
reasons similar to the Fund's reasons for making the Mary Knowles' ' ' 
award : namely, the encouragement of organizations to hire individuals 
who have long records of support of Communist [causes, including one¬ 
time Communist Party membership, as in the case of Marv Knowles. 

Without discussion, the directors of the Fund for the 'Republic’on 
November 17,1055, reconsidered their action andjsuspended the awards 
which it. had previously voted. In suspending-the award the Fund 
withheld its action from the press as contrasted to a nationwide press 
release at the time the award was made. Not until tlTe 0th of Decem¬ 
ber, did the Dailv Times of Mamaroneck. N. Yj, learn of the suspen¬ 
sion of the award hv making direct inquiry of tli(> Fund itself.^ Fund 
propagandist. Joe Lyford, is quoted in the December 10, issue of the 
Daily Times as refusing to give a reason for tlie suspension “saying 
only that it had been discussed bv the Fund's hoard of directors at a 
meeting on November 17. v Lyford, according to the-press, stated 
that while the awards had been suspended, the offer could he reexahv 
hied at anv future board meeting. Tlie committee, in Tune 1057, 
asked the Fund for the Republic for the reasons behind the Fund’s 
suspension*of the awards. Verbally Fund counsel advised'that the 
awards were in fact, canceled. By letter dated July 2,1957, to Chair¬ 
man Walter, he responded, J c ! 

T am informed that the files Jo not reflect any reasons for 
the suspension. Tt was initiat^l by the members of the board \ 
of directors at a meeting. Jr | i 

The lack of objectivity oh tire part of the Fund for the Republic 
and its consultant, ProfessAyThishman, is reflected in itsvfellowship 
or grant-in-aid to.JohnUniversity of California at Los 
Angeles. The Fund Tor tucT Republic publicly designates the pur- 
pose of the grant to Ca Ugh ley as being “to complete a study of intel¬ 
lectual freedom in American colleges and universities since the close 
of World War IT.*’ ~ j . 

Cnughlev was 1 of 2-T faculty members of tjhe University of Cali¬ 
fornia who refused in 1949 trt execute the universitv loyalty oath. 
Irrespective of the fact that the California courts declared the oath 
unconstitutional aiid Caughley was reinstated jto his position, his,ob¬ 
jectivitv in such a study is completely destroyed. His involvement 
in the University of California loyalty oath controversy was a matter 
of national knowledge and was certainly known by the Fund fori the 
Republic wdien it granted the order. I 

Anothey/grant o,f the I imd for the Republic was made ;to Lament 
J^;uitz for the purpose of analyzing the testimony' oOTu^ 
Dir^for"'TPrhlgar Hoover before congressional committees. The 
Fund for the Republic in listing its recipients of fellowships and 
grants-in-aid for some reason fails to list the grant to Laurent Frantz. 

It could well be that the Fund for the Republic desired to withhold 
this information for the reason of the fact, that Laurent Frantz ihas 
been publicly identified as a member of the Communist Party. By 
his own testimony before this committee it is-evident that he was 
highly trusted by the Communist Party. In this testimony, while 
he denied a formal card-carrying connection! .with the Communist 
J arty, Laurent Frantz testified that he had a key to the Communist 
Party headquarters and had access to it at any time he desired, such 
access including the'Communist Party records. The committee,- in¬ 
vested in how a Communist would analyze the testimony of FBI 
Director Hoover, has requested a copy of Frantz' analysis on several 
occasions irom the I und for the Republic. Oh one occasion, we were 
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advised that the analysis was not available, and in a .Mine 19.x eon- 
ference a staff member of the committee was advised by bund counsel 
that the Frantz analysis was in possession of professor Rossitcr, t he 
director of the Communist history project. Counsel promised to ob¬ 
tain the analysis from Professor Kossiteiymd submit, it to the com¬ 
mittee for examination; however, agah^nc bund failed to comply 
with the committee request. JT l , 

The Fund for the Republic madS^ither a fellowship or a grant- 
in-aid to Ralph Guzman, ^Vilanza^IUa P.mip^inGrican. Accordino; 
to the Fund, the purpose of Hie jrrant-'m-aTTor fellowship was to 
investigate and report, on cases handled hy lipnii/rration authorities 
involving the loss of United States citizenship ot Mexican- 
Aniericans.” The organization Alianza ITispaiio-Americana received 
an appropriation of $50,000 from the Fund for the Republic. s,, h" 
iect to the organization obtaining a tax-exempt, status, because or 
the political nature of the organization and its interest in legisla¬ 
tion, the, organization never received the $50,000 Irom the riiml lor 
the Republic. Yet, in spite of this background, Ihe.oflicers or t •« 
Fund for the Republic,, and N its consultant,, 1 Cushman, made the 
award to an individual who, himself, like the ^organization has pub¬ 
licly condemned swmritv legislation, as well as the Immmration and 
Nationality Act./It is'ditlicult to understand how the Fund lor the 
Republic can nu/ntain a position that, it, does not enange in political 
or legislative lumvities in light, of its operations. The end product 
of Guzman's/rant of fellowship which "ill most likely he a book, 
the contents ot which will contain no surprises. # i 

Herbert M. Levy, New York City, received a grant-in-aid 1 or 
fell(WsWfrtof i< prepare ? a study on post convict ion remedies, entitled 
• Must ice—After Trial—To Persons Convicted of* ('rime/ v It is difli- 
cult from the title to determine the subjects to be treated by Levy s 
article or book, which will be the end product of the Fund grant or 
fellowship. It is interesting that Herbert M: Levy is on record as 
opposing legislation which bars Communist teachers from the ^ew 
York school system, opposing lovaltv oaths for atomic fellowship 
recipients, and publicly criticizing loyalty procedures. His lack ot 
objectivity on higher issues involving Communist Party members 
and procedures intended to restrict their actixities, seems to ques¬ 
tion his abilitv to ba^ibjective in the study financed by the bund for 
the Republic/ Tl^fre can be no doubt that the Fund for the Re¬ 
public was awaije of -his stand on these issues at the time lie jwas 
given the by the officers of the Fund and its consultant, 

Cushman. ... 1 

Arnold A. Rogoxv, State TJniversifv of Iowa, received a grant or 
feRb wsF rf Tf^ c #Wdy on the state of civM liberties in Iowa, with 
special reference to proposed loyalty oaths. * j Arnold A. Rogoxv, at 
the time he was conducting his study under the Fund-approved 
grant or fellowship, was on the advisory council of the Linergijncy 
Civil Liberties Committee, txhioh is currently leading the Communist 
Party campaign to abolish the Committee on Un-American Activi- 
, ties. This fact alone appears to the committee to be sufficient to 
question bis objectivity in a study ot loyalty oaths. 

The committee does not possess sufficient stall to conduct a com¬ 
plete analysis or investigation of all recipients o! Fund fellowships 
and grants-in-aid. The committee feeds that, the sampling which 
we have commented upon above, justifies a finding on the part o! 
the committee that the. program was designed for the purpose of 
propagandizing a wav of life acceptable to the Fund for the (Re¬ 
public officers and Fund consultant, Robert j Cushman. 

It is evident from the nature of the grants that the objective pres¬ 
entation of facts which the Congress intended of all educational 
organizations qualified as tax exempt, is clearly not met in this pro¬ 
gram of the Fund for the Republic, nor in many of its other pro¬ 
grams. There is no doubt that of the total expenditures of this 
program that a substantial financial contribution was made by the. 
Fund for the Republic for the purpose of permitting the officers of 
the Fund, the Fund consultant, and the recipients of grants to propa¬ 
gandize the American people. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF MATERIALS 

i* The.committee has previously staled, and it now wishes fo repeat 
for emphasis, that we do not question (lie right of an individual to 
advocate whatever he desires to advocate, short of the advocacy of flm 
overthrow of the-United States by force and violence or!other advo- 
- cacies outlawed by our criminal statutes. The committee!makes a bit* 
distinction between an individual's advocacy of a cause m action anil 
the adoption and perpetuation of the advocacy bv a! tax-exempt 
foundation. An individual,,under the law, is not the {recipient of 
tax-exempt privileges from the United States. The individual does 
not, apply for tax-exempt privileges and. at the same time, agree lo 
abide by the law and.regulations adopted to support and strengthen 
the law, as a condition of tax exemption. It is 1 lie committee s con¬ 
sidered opinion that, t,be Fund for the Republic has ,attempted, bv 
fraud, and misinterpretation of Treasury regulations, to carry out 
propaganda in violation of law and regulations. In calling fo the 
attention of the Congress,the findings of the committee relative to 
publications which the Fund for the Republic lias purchased and 
distributed with tax-exempt money, the committee is dealing with the. 
publication as a distribution of the Fund and not as a demand that 
the' individual’s right, to write what he pleases within' the-limits 
described in this section, be abolished or even restricted.! They are 
discussed to show the propaganda nature of the Fund for the Tle- 
• public and as expenditures which, added to other Fund expenditures 
constitute a substantial expenditure of tax-exempt moiiev in the 
interest of propaganda or in the interest of influencing legislation. 

Tn other sections of this report of the Fund for the Republic.'the 
committee has discussed the propaganda nature of such distributions 
of the bund as Bulletin of Atomic Scientists. April Ittr.r.; 'fflio Opncn- 
henner Case, by Char les P. Curtis: National Security and Individual 

a Fund director: A Wax To Be Safe 
roTO^SstrB^flfflTlfiJl*. Curtis: Cornell 1 'niversit v Series 
oil Civil Liberties—Civil Liberties in the United States: A Guide to 
Current Problems and Kxperience, by Robert K. Cnsliman. Fund 
consultant of fellowship aiulgraiiMH^aid program: The Pseudo-Con- 
servative TCevolh hv A . 


Hairing t,Ki <Tisiiniel, 


'V A""""' 'Ut vVi -"imf 

1 be Kept AA it nesses, liy Richard IT. Rovere 
ITe backgroimd knowledge which the Fund certainly possessed 
ot Richard H. Rovere is interesting in the light of the Fund com¬ 
missioning lorn to prepare a pilot, pamphlet on the subject of civil 
liberties. Also, bis qualifications as a consultant to the Fund on such 
projects ns the analysis of the testimony of former Communists, w bo 
had testified before, the Government, in congressional hearings, ad¬ 
ministrative procedures, and/the United States courts. The (’ 0111 - 

mill AA 1C 1* 1 Ik 1 „ 


-ill t MIIM + 

refused to produce j/e, documents.'” Its’ fhT' rcasim for refusal To 
produce was p<«!di/to a libel action, which lias been tiled against 
|JJ' hV Y ! f)o<ld e !U,lhorot pilot pamphlet. Richard Rovere. 

The subsequent aiidirnn] declamation of the Fund fo produce flu: 
Rovere document, as well-as all other internal documents of the 
Fund, was 111 the form of the Fund's invocation of the AAhit kins' dc- 
c.sion of the Supreme Court by questioning the legislative ji.risd.ct ion 
of the committee, riiere.ean be little doubt that (lie Fum^refusal to 
produce these documents, together with the other documents that it. 

li'TnfJ i i n P, ; 0 / 1,K T’ ,s «' make difficult the further estab¬ 

lishment of thei T 11 ml as a propaganda vehicle.* To understand the 
lackgroundofRicliard H. Rovere, for the purpose of understanding 
Jhe Kept AA' if nesses, it is necessary to review some issues of New> 
Masses during the time Rovere was a member of its staff. In the wsue 
of Febninry 15, 11)38, Rover, review,,1 The l.ife of Jesus l,v CoS 

.-?■' "?? ■' .vorcliej, ,o Rover,.TmvSr 

nfetifncial wrat h of the British Tories by flying the flags of St! Geoi-e, 
bum iem, unci the International from his church flagstaff. Noel, 
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writes Rovere, insisted Jesus w;ts a ( ommunist, that lie \\as baited by ^ , 

the Ilearsts, hounded by tlie vigilantes, and maligned by tlm chamber 1 , ! < 

of commerce. Rovere argues,that, according to Marxism, no tjwo his- 1 j ' ( 

torical e\ents are identical. Thereafter he leaves the impression that x , 1 

hi** principal complant against Noel is that Noel erred in hisiittempt • I 

to raise Jesus (the Son of God) to the same level 1 asXoniirr j 1 . ! 

Onlv Richard Rovere knows #he extent of his affiliation Vitli the - 
Communis Rartv at the time he wrote the review of The Life of i i 1 

Jesus. And onlv he can tell what lie meant by the words “our move- . i ! 

menf as it. appears m this article. Writing that Marxism' is not. ' ! | 

ser\ ed b\ malpract it loners, Rovere wrote: j ! j 

Wp will not. a* Pomtliv Canfield l«Vhei Mimesis in the Saturday Review of * 1 

literature. 1 1 \ to lower rhriMiaiis into our ino\emcnt hy offering this! hook as I j i 

vultst.mli.il proof that .leMi* \us on our side on every point I , J - 

Other articles reviewed by the committee, as written by Rovere j n 

during tin* year R):hS. conclusively establishes affiliation on bis part ; [ , | 

with the Communist Party, either the Communist-Party itself, or t i j- 

1 he Young Communist Tx»ague. Toward the end of 19J8, Rov ( ere w as ! v 1 ■ 

listed as associate editor of New Masses. In the December V>, ! I 

issue. Rovere offered an article entitled “School for Workers j. This 1 

art icle is about a school operated ,by the Communist Party. * The 1 * \\ 

treatment of the school is the treatment of a member. ITis knowledge j 1 j 

of the operation of the Communist Party dictates that the story would i ■ , j 

have been entrusted only to a party member. j ' ; , 

The intention of the Fund in commissioning the Rovere pamphlet < i 

is locked within the files and knowledge of Fund officers. We have j , j 

previously shown how this pamphet was rejected hy the directors of . , ; 

the Fund has actually awarded, or appropriated funds to j award, hj 

reprint of an article from a national magazine and then distributed ( | 

in tin* name of the Fund by the officers of the bund, in spite (if its 1 

rejection h\ the hoard of directors. Rut irrespective of the, intent, i ! 

the effect is to dr\ up as sources of information, available to both the 1 , * 

FRl and congressional committees, tlie How of testimony from; former J , ■ U 

members of the Communist Party. The propaganda attack which | 

followed the Rovere article influenced both the courts and the Gov- i 

eminent itself. The administration thereafter dropped many! fon^r | 1 J 

Communists from their consultant roles and made possible the inside- , ' | 

tectum of many subversive agents. We have previously sliin^i how' # ( ! 

tlie Fund has actually awarded, or appropriated ftmMsJff| award, t 

those individuals who have refused to testify, (t ^mos xv f s | 

awarded l>\ the officers themselves, b\ being given a posit toTiwim the .. , ; 

Fund. | „ - i 

Hven in the case of employment of Amos Landman, the Fund tor , , 

the Republic deceived 1 lie press and the American people about the < ’ ! > 

circumstances which snironnded bis employment. In a press con- i, 

fere nee belli on November 7, l!K>f», Robert M. Hutchins defended the ! , 

Fund’s employment of Amos Landman b\ slating that be had been , | 

qualified for a part-time temporary press relations job be held from I , 

,lul\ o,s until last Tuesday. Amos Landman was employed as public 
relations director of the National Municipal League, from August 1. i 

P.i.Vi, until duly 1, 1 5155. On dune :’>(), 15)55. he was called before the - , ; 

Senate Internal Security Subcommittee, following bis having been 

identified as a member of the Communist Party. - Landman invoked , s 

the fifth amendment with respect to the testimony which the commit¬ 
tee had taken in regard to his Communist Party memhership^^m [ 

duh 1, 1 !>:>:>. he submitted his resignation, upon request, Tmin the ( 

National Municipal League. \ > 

Landman pi epared and submitted to tlie National Mun\jj^id[League, | 

a ,-tatement explaining Ins reasons for»maetrd--i«2S» , 1 ' 

ment. This statement, the principal parts of which appeared in the I 

press, claimed that he invoked the fifth amendmenCin order to avoid ! | 

identifving other meml»ers of the Communist conspiracy. On duly 
1p.ir.h, l.andilian was recalled before the committee in order to test , 

the \ aliditv of his invocation of the .lift h amendment, which (Validity 
Cambium had questioned in his statement and press released In his 

second appearance, Landman still continued to refuse to discuss his . ' 

memhership in the Communist Party or to even admit tluiti he had ) | 

been a member, as had been testified to under oath. I * i 
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Hutchins, in his press conference of November 1055, acknowledged 
that, Landman was' employed by the Fund for the Republic com¬ 
mencing July 27. What he did not point out to the press, was that 
the directors of the Fund for the Republic did not approve the em¬ 
ployment of Landman, and as a matter of fact, were not even apprised 
of his employment until almost 2 months after lie was employed. The 
hoard of directors of the Fund were apprised of .Landman's employ¬ 
ment by a memorandum from Robert M. Hutchins, dated September 
lb, 1955. Hutchins, in his memo of September IjB, advised the direc¬ 
tors that Landman had been hired as a temporary assistant in public 
relations to the Fund, at $f>0'per day, per diem, on the understanding 
that he would work 3 days a week. Hutchins then advised that Land- 
man had been very useful to the Fund and that jlie was seeking per¬ 
manent employment on the days that he did not!work for the Fund. 

The claims of Hutchins that Landman was hired at $50 per day, 
per diem, on the understanding that he would work 3 days a week, 
or that he was hired for a part-time temporary press relations job is 
certainly in variance with a document in the committee's possession 
covering his employment. On July 27, 1055, Joseph P. Lyford, the 
Fund propagandist, addressed a memo to Fund treasurer, Gardner. 
With respect to the terms of Landman’s employment, Lyford wrote 
to Gardner that Landman was being retained by the Fund as a con¬ 
sultant in public relations for from 7 to 10 days. As to,whether his 
consultancy constituted a part-time temporal^j press relations "job, 
as alleged by Hutchins, it seems doubt'ful in light of Lyford's memo, 
that Landman would send Treasurer Gardner an accounting of the 
number of days he worked when his project is completed. , 

For his silence, the Fund for the Republic awarded Amos Landman, 
to the tune of $2,575, for 32 full days and f9 half-days of work, or 
compensation in excess of $15,000 per annum, j As for Landman’s 
contribution to the Fund for the Republic which would justify tlx© 
payment of $2,575, the Fund, in response to a request of the committee 
for copies of the work in which Landman participated, submitted a 
half dozen Fund for tlie Republic press releases. ! 

It is little wonder that the directors of the Fund for the Republic 
at one of their first meetings in 1956, adopted a resolution which barred 
from employment with the Fund for the Republic such as Amos Land- 
man. In spite of this resolution, the Fund for the Republic has ap¬ 
propriated several hundred thousands of dollars to conduct research 
for the purpose of condemning the Government, private industry, and 
educational institutions for their refusal to continue Communists in 
their employment. The resolution as adopted by the board of direc¬ 
tors of the Fund, reads as follows: -' j 

1 It shall he and is the policy of the Fund that no member of the Communist 

Tarty shall he oniphned for any purpose, and * | t 

2 No former member of the Communist Tarty and no person who has pleaded 

the fifth amendment relevant to circumstances will be|emplo\ed for any pur¬ 
pose, or receive a grant-iu-aid, or be given a fellowship, except with the approval 
of the hoard of director. | ■ 

Faceless Informers in Our Schools, is a pamphlet reprint of news¬ 
paper articles and editorials. The Fund for the Republic, using tax- 
exempt money, paid for (be printing and distribution of 25,000 copies 
to State and local school-board associations. The pamphlet is an at¬ 
tempt to discredit the Federal bureau of Investigation, congressional 
investigating committees, and school administrations throughout the 
United States, as a defense of Communist teachers who had been 
removed from their teaching positions. In the 1 preparation of the\ 
series of articles, it is evident that the author utilized two codes of 
ethics. In quoting a United States Senator, whom the author claimed 
refuses to give information to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
tlie author gave the Senator's reasons, as follows:) i 

lie wouldn't s.iy anything good or bad about a*n individual, so long as there 
was danger that hK woids, unevaluated and unauthenticated from another 
source, might be twisted into innuendo, suspicion, or list'd as a trap for a person 
not peimittod to face the informant, used finally to bring professional and 
personal mm to the individual. * j 

The author of the series, approving of this position which he attrib¬ 
utes to a United States Senator, rejects it in Ins iittempt to intimidate 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. In the main, these series of 
articles are unevaluated and unauthenticated, and have been twisted 
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into innuendo, suspicion, or used as a trap lor a person not permitted 
to face the informant. 1 I 

In the first of the series of articles, it would appear that the author 
of the series engaged in considerable travel and research to obtain 
the evidence upon which his series was based. There can be no doubt 
that the authorised the series for the purpose of traveling around 
the United States, from the east coast to the west.. Two articles are 
devoted, exclusively, to California. \ 

Claim that California, using “techniques of McCarthyism, years 
before McCarthy was heard of, v takes high rank among the Stales 
in the vigor and expensiveness in which the investigation of Com¬ 
munist infiltration has been pursued. While several dozen California 
teachers have been public witnesses before the Committee on Un- 
American Activities, the author selects only two to document Ids 
faceless informant" attack upon the FJ1I and!legislative investiga¬ 
tive committees. He used the two cases, in spite of his own observa¬ 
tion, that “isolated cases obviously are not fair!criteria of a general 
situation. ’ One teacher whom the author kept] anonymous was one 
whom admitting Communist Party* membership, found herself in 
conflict with school administration on the datejon which she served 
her Communist Party membership. Site did hot request a hearing 
on the charges because, according to her, “a member of the school 
f h° Jl, 'd advised her privately to withdraw her request for a hearing/' 
Ao effort was made on the part of the author to determine the facts 
from either the alleged school board member or the school adminis¬ 
tration authorities. The author preferred to condemn this severance 
of a teacher solely on the teacher's unverified word. 

In another article relating to California, which appeared in flu; 
press of September 29, 1954, the author dealt with an ex-Cali torn i/ 
teacher, , one of more than j lOO dismissed ‘ 

^California scnools and*colleges since 1952 on suspicion—thougjfnot 
always on the direct charge—of subversive associations oivfielief: 
Ilie background of Steinmetz is set forth in part,jas folic 

Steinmetz was an associate professor of psychology nLSan Piego^Stato.College 
Under the I Mil worth Jaw, amt 1 on Information f rnn >nree,‘" 

SteininetK was called before Hie State; hoard of education! lie refused to answer 
questions. R rnndl.v stated, his position was that the board, oi whoever had 
evidence reflating on hi^ loyalty, must prow; his guilt «He said the hoard Ami 
no right to force answers from him that might be held 1 to incriminate him, or 
1 to make his political beliefs ail issue. s 

.Let us compare the authors charge that Steinmetz was tired from 
lus associate professorship at San Diegp State-College, “on in forma- 
t.'on from an undisclosed source.” Lewis compare' this statement u it h 
printed hearings of the\Commitiee^on Un-American Activities, re- 
leased in April of 1!>5:5, a'year amUThalf prior to 1 the author’s article 
of September .‘SO, 1954. Examining the transcript of testimony taken 
by the committee on April 7, l*a&, we find that a witness called l>v (lie 
committee was Harry ,C..Steinmetz,.who identified himself as an asso- 
cuite professor at San Diego State College and is 1 therefore the same 
individual referred to in the authors article. During the course of 
the testimony, lie was confronted with the testimony of a witness 
before the committee who had identified him as a member of the 1 
Communist Party, and lie invoked the privilege of possible self-in- 
crimination in refusing to answer questions as to whether lie had 
attended a Communist Party meeting with the witness. On other 
.questions relative to his relationship with the Communist Party, 
Steinmetz invoked the protection of the 1st. 4lh.l5lh, 6th, !)ih, mid 
lOtli amendments to the Constitution of the Ciiited'States. , 

The newspaper originally publishing this series of articles, had a 1 
perfect right to misrepresent the facts if it, desired to do so. which it 
apparently did. I he Fund for the Republic in expending tax-exempt i 
money to reproduce and distribute the series of articles to State and ' 
local school board associations, had a moral and legal obligation under 
the law to determine both- the accuracy and the ^objectivity of the 
articles which it was reproducing with tax-exempt funds." This is i 
expecially true in light of the fact that several of, the articles dealt 
with the Communist teacher situation in New York City and the 
State of New York. , 

The author of the series of articles received much of his critical 
information on New York City’s handling of Communist teachers 
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from the Teachers Uniqjyn New York City. This union was expelled 
from the its Communist domination, and it was known 

as a Communist-dominated union by everyone, including directors 
of the Fund /or the Republic, since the early 1940 ? s. Mr. Hutchins 
is probably the only exception. Hutchins did not know this fact, 
however, until March I9f>4. In February Hutchins had agreed to 
'accept a Teachers-Union award for his ‘‘valiant |and unswerving 
defense of intellectual freedom.” In March Hutchins sent the 'Teach¬ 
ers Union the following wire,: . j © 

Reports ,that have Just reached 1 me regarding the political attitude and 
activities of the Teachers Union raise doubts about whether its views of academic 
freedom coincide with mine. J must, therefore, decline to accept the nwnid 
- the luiion has offered me; 

Communist domination is, still a political activity, and while 
Hutchins refuses to accept the Teachers Union award, he expends 
tax-exempt money to circulate as factual charges j Teachers Union 
portrayals of the methods used hy the city of New, York in investi¬ 
gating Communist teachers. The incompetence of the Fund, in cir¬ 
culating “Faceless Informers in Our Schools” is demons! rated i (trough 
the examination of* a recommendation of Fund Director Schuster. 
This was adopted by the board of directors in 19f)ik long before the 
series of articles were even conceived. i 

' THE COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN EDUCATION 

Preamble: This survey should be, divided into two parts; the first tuning to 
do with education in elementary and secondary school level, whether of public 
or private character. The ^second should be concerned with communism in 
colleges and universities. I 

1. Insofar as the first area is concerned, the Communist'influence will prob¬ 
ably be found restricted to urban areas Information concerning some of these 
is available from a number of dpurces In New York, for example, the cential 
agency through which the party has worked is the Teachers Union, which was 
expelled from the CIO because it was allegedly dominated by Communists. 
Hearings conducted by the board of education have likewise unearthed con¬ 
siderable information. 

Quite a"little is likewise known ‘about the methods employed by Communist 
teachers-to recruit young people for the cause. The vaiious pio-party organi¬ 
zations, e. g., A. Y. y D and Y. L\, should, however, be investigated further, and 
if it is |M>ssihle to secure assistance from the FBI in this matter, the study Will 
he facilitated. . I 

Attention should also he given to the camps maintained b\ pro-Communist 
organiznAons for indoctrination purposes 

A stuffy of Communist attempts to!capture Harlem and their fniluic to throw 
eoiishMrable light on the methods used and the extent of success 

Tljr study should he so organized that the correcting body will include three 
superintendents of established reputation One of them might he \Js* 
Xamzen, of New York And if it is possible to set me tin* services of a fomier 
VT *Wgfh1y$ijilffced FBI ofheer. tlie advantage would he very great | This study should 
also have the benefit of the advice of siiecial legal counsel of the highest 
quality, of a distinct and well-informed labor official, and a tmined spo<inh<t 
in social research^ Parts of the study-might lie farmed out to other gioups 
\ 2. Insofar asJTiglier education is concerned, various soutyes <rf information 
are likeNvisIW adniilahle.i These include the findings of the] New York ltapp- 
Coudert comWittee, and the reports on situations existing in the IjmvorsfSPgg 

hut it must he recognized that the facts will lie 
harder to come by than they are in the field of lower education 

The areas to he investiga^ed are roughly comparable jThoy will include 
teacher organizations, publications (e g, science and society), methods of in¬ 
fluencing or infiltrating students' groups, in publications, etc. 

A very important field for study is afforded hy the special s. bools, such as 
the Thomas Jefferson School, in New \ T ork, which offered training in the social 
sci ei 

Tliis study should he* so organized that while there will lie an overall group 
responsible for the* project as a whole, individual segments will be fanned out 
to groups specifically qualified to deal with segments of n t 

In spite of this knowledge possessed by the directors of the Fund 
for the Republic, the Fund paid for the Communist-dominated at¬ 
tack' by the Teachers Union of New York as used by the author of 
the series dealing with New York. The Fund for the Republic even 
financed hearsay, once removed. The Communist teachers, separated 
from the New’ York system, complained to the author of the series 
of articles, that the New York City school system was attempting 
to entrap thjfm during prelimiiuuv interrogations. The author, un¬ 
able to find /roof, supports the cljfim of the Communist teachers with 
this statement: / 

Anothen^Ncw York school offieftay a recent visitor to Colorado, frankly told 
Dr. H. Green vest, Colorado State^cliool commission, that “we tiled to trap 
thewpwhenever vve can.” 
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r l lie author of the series would have us believe that the word of the Com¬ 
munist teacher, who was either dismissed or who resigned rather than face 
the hearing, should be accepted without an attempt to verify. The .author 
quoted these indniduals as a condemnation of th6 New York system of removing 
. Communists from the-schools. The Committed on Un-American! Activities has 
investigated and can establish the falsity ofmany of the situations reported 
b\ the author as lining factual The comnOftee, of course, was unable to verify 

Ul ° who * toj tlie author of 

1 V 1 “ s ’ haijpeiuMl to be driver the taxicab that he ordered to take 
1,1,11 to die offl<M ‘ s «>f th<* Nej^^Atirk Qitv school system. This stiirv served the 

!.r False *H«mo*\^‘h‘ sr!1 1 the captiun “Time 

In order to demonstrate both the prejudice and smear technique of 
the author of the series, we shall discuss one of his New| York cases, 
winch the author builds around an interview with t,he assistant cor¬ 
poration counsel of the city of New York. Writes the author: 

He,told of one case in which a “source of information, formerly ja Communist 
1 .iit\ meinhcr, had stated that a schoolteacher, u hose father had been a private 
music tutor, had been a member of the same Communist Party cell.” In that 
paitu ular ca>c, the informer was completely mistaken. The person he accused 
\ as ( * ,itMt ‘l.v, and fortunately for the teaclier. that fact was 

proNcil in lime it would have been proved sooner if the accused teacher had 
been allowed to face the informer. 1 * j mu 

I licse are the I acts as uncovered by the committee, and in our 
opinion again adequately demonstrate the lack of objectivity on the 
part of the author. The source of information was as is quoted by 
the author ot the series. However, the subsequent events developed ' 
in this manner. An investigation determined the identity of the 
schoolteacher who met the description given by tlie informant. The 
informant was a schoolteacher who had cooperated with! the school 
authorities, and made available the-knowledge the informant pos¬ 
sessed ot the Communist Party, its operations and its members, 
ihe assistant corporation counsel thereafter ordered the school per¬ 
sonnel section to have the employee brought before him for an, 
interview When the employee was interviewed, it was immediately 
learned that the background of her father did not coincide with the 
information given by the informant, and the interview was termi¬ 
nated. It was then found that within the school system, there were 
two teachers with the identical same name and 'that the personnel 
section had erred. r l he second teacher fit the description! of the in¬ 
formant ami was thereafter processed as'a loyalty suspect case. As 
can be shown trom the factual reproduction of events, there is abso¬ 
lutely no justification for the authors claim “the person he accused 
was someone else entirely, and fortunately for the teacher that fact 
was proved m time. ]( would have been proved sooner) if the ac¬ 
cused teacher had been allowed to face the informer. 55 j' 

I he author oi the series of articles dealt with teacher situations in 
Michigan and Baltimore w here the committee also conducted inves¬ 
tigations. And the author's technique of presenting unevaluated and 
unautbenticated material as factual can clearly be demonstrated by a 
review of the printed proceedings of the committee's investigations 
w Inch are public property. Many items attributed to the committee or 
to the r HI cannot lie answered with documentation because they are 
not based upon facts. The technique of the articles is similar to the 
adage which revolves around “If a lie is told often enough” 

The unanswerable items revolve around the hearsay treatment. The 
author charges the Federal Biireau of Investigation and legislative 
committees as being "‘faceless'informers' 5 .anti supports it .with such 
statements as “local school people 4 understood 5 the FBI was the 
source.' 1 lie author using the same hearsay technique charged “the 
r BI was tied in there also, as providing aid to the committee" in con¬ 
nection with the committee's investigation of Communist teachers in 
Michigan and California. The author quotes the general counsel of 
the State department of education in New* York as stating|that they 
‘get no information directly from the FBI" about subversion in the 
schools. ^ et, to infer that the general counsel is a liar, lie: refers to 
anonymout indi\nluals within the New* York educational Isystem as 
stating that they understood that the FBI was the source. Many more 
ilems could ho documented as evidence against the appropriateness of 
t he r und tor the Republic in expending tax-exempt money] to repro- 
duce and distribute the series of articles. There is no doubt in the mind 
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of tlie committee that the distribution of this pamphlet to State and 
local school hoard associations is intended to protect the employment 9f 
Communist teachers in oyfedncational institutions. * . 

Tom Paine> Talks Jmck to Providence is> a j reprint of an article 
bv^T^eincg^S^le C^munagcr from t^e Saturday Review. The-Fund 
for x-eyfmpt money to reproduce and dis- 

tribute 10.000 copies to^eclucaV^. lawyers. civic organizations, labor 
officials, TTnitecl Christian Mislnonary Society'}and other denomina-; 
tional gfflfinsT^^ j The article is a crit¬ 

icism, in satire, of thf/db^^rt^security hfeasnres as they involve Com¬ 
munists emnloved pi Government, as schoolteachers, etc. Commager, 
as author of the satire, creates a setting which Infers that there is no. 
difference between the advocacies of Tom Paine and the advocacies 
‘-of the Communist Pnrtv/ internationally, or in the United States. , 
Commasrer creates the chairman of file committee, questioning Tom v 
Paine's lovaltv, and places ouestions and statements in the month 
of the chairman to accommodate the answers of Tom Paine. Need¬ 
less to write. Uommager uses the article to justify two advocacies: 
the advocacy of the Communist Party of the United States which lie 
defend^ through statements by Tom Paine, jnnd the advocacy, of 
himself with respect. to Ibyalty-securitv measures. In 1047, even'be¬ 
fore the institution of the loyal tv program by President Truman, 
Comnmger was protesting against one as the 1 , reincarnation of the 
“red scare in the twenties/' Bv April of 1047. Commager was'an- / 
thoring such works as the Washington Witch Hunt, which appeared 
in the April 5 issue of the Nation. In this article, Commager charged' 
that the Federal Bureau of Investigation wished “to deny Commu¬ 
nists their constitutional rights of-freedom of speech and of as¬ 
sembly.” Between 1047 and 1040 Commager'sjattack was on the!in- 
vestigation of Communists in Government alnd the protection, of 
Communists bv his condemnation of congressional investigating com¬ 
mittees. In July 1040 he authored Redbaiting jin the Colleges, which 
appeared in an issue of New ’Republic. In this article, he protested • 
the dismissal of Communist Party teachers bv conferring upon the 
Communist Party of the United States the political status similar to 
—that of the Democratic or "Republican Party. Built around the three 
faculty members dismissed* bv the University of Washington I as 
members of the Communist'Party, Commageif asked, “Could Slate 
dr university authorities reouire teachers to reveal membership in the 
Democratic Pariv or ’Republican Party, or punish with dismal fail¬ 
ure to reveal such membership” \Bv 1051, Comlmager was describing 
the lovaltv oath as “fatheaded, feebleminded/ 5 l - | 

By November 1055, when the Fund for the Republic expended tax- 
exempt money to reproduce and distribute Commager's "satire treat¬ 
ment of loyalty-security measures, he was pjublicly exposing the 
atomic-energy security program, the denial of passports to Commu¬ 
nists, the denial of employment, to Communisms in the movie-enter¬ 
tainment industry, opposition to congressional investigations of com- y 
munism, opposition to legislation designed to contain the subversive 
movement of the Communist Party of the United States,„and in his 
field of education tlie denial of employment to members of the Com¬ 
munist Party. j . _ ; j 

The committee charges that the Fund'for the Republic in reprint^ 
mg and distributing this satire by Henry Steele] Comma £er did so>#f)r^ . 
the purpose of weakening security measures, and endowing thpmght 
of a member of tlie Communist Party with the absolute rigli^vf being 
employed where he. the Communist, decides that he depurtfs to work. 

Government by Investigation is a book bv JU_an Rsfrah, associate 
editor of tlie Washington Post and-Times Htlie Fund 
for the Republic purchased 850 copies for distribution to certain 
members of the press and civic leaders selected by the publisher. Like 
Henry Steele Commager, neither the Fund for'the Republic nor, we 
presume, even Mr. Barth himself would consider Government by In¬ 
vestigation as an objective work. Mr. Barth expresses his opinion 
that the Congress of the United States and tlie 1 American people are 
not entitled to information on espionage conducted bv tlie Soviet Gov¬ 
ernment through the assistance of American citizens and residents 
unless there arc indictments by a grand jury. ]He distorts proceed¬ 
ings of tlie committee and supplies justificationi for. Communists who 
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invoked the fifth amendment merely as-a protection of the Commu¬ 
nist conspiracy. With over a,15-year history of the Committee on 
Un-American Activities before him, .which history does not reflect 
the conviction of one witness before the committee for perjury based 
on his testimony before the committee, Mr. Barth writes: 

Any witness before a congressional investigation commit- 
- tee who denies Communist affiliation or sympathies runs the* , 
risk of having to defend himself, against a perjury charge, 
and the defense mav be Exceedingly difficulty Some of the j 
investigating committees turn readily, and with unreserved 
• credulity, to one or another of an always available stable of 
- ex-Oominunist professional witnesses, prepared at a mo-^ ^**- 
ment's notice to remember anvthing\ about a n vhod vji j* ai fy^ 
w, '*^ , ^time, no matter how remote in the past.* ^om^rf'tfvose ! 

lirVfrin pnscrcc n reservoir^of recoilectiojy^wnich, like the 
miraculous pitcher olp^mcis and Philfmon,|seem to replen¬ 
ish themselves wherever a congressional interrogator finds 
himself thirsty for new headlines.; i ( 

' Asrain, like TTenry Steele Comm a per, the Fund for the "Republic 
in distributing Alan Barth’s book, knew the public record of Mr. 
Barth 7 and his opposition to legislation such as the Internal Security 
Act, of 1050, his attacks on the loyalty-security piiopram, his writings 
and public speeches in opposition to congressional investigations of 
communism, and his approval of the contempt of Congress of many 
individuals cited for such contempt by the Houses of Representatives. 
His book, which the Fund distributed/is little more than a res jpte* 00 
merit of his position which he has expressed many times ovgjs^fTyears 
past. The morgue" of his own newspaper, the W as] ^ gffni Post and 
Times Heralcly reflects the attacks which havefieen made bv many 
'position earlier voiced and repeated in the book. 
This conflict alone testifies to the lack of objectivity of the hook and 
disqualifies if as an item of proper distribution by a tax-exempt founj 
dation. Its onjv accomplishment which the Fund for the Republic 
could hope for is the contribution which it would make fo the destruc¬ 
tion of the lovaitv-security measures. ; , I 

" FiwviiCS>®i'isw'old is a director of the Fund for the Republic and 

School According to the Fund for the 
Republic, his hook entitled “The Fifth Amendment Today” bv Dean 
"Erwin Griswold was reprinted and 35,000 copies distributed to the 
“bench and bar/’ . ! 

The preface to “The Fifth Amendment Today”, acknowledges that 
the material contained in the bodv is not presented as a “scholarly 
essay.’’ The preface does not state the purpose foi; which <he material 
was.presented other than to acknowledge that the hook is a reprint 
of three speeches made on Fehrm^rf" 5, March 24, and October 4-10, 
1054. The honesty with whicl^#fe preface sets forth that the contents 
do not represent a “scholarb^essav" could have been carried farther 
to state that at least the snatch of February 5,1054, which was made be¬ 
fore tlie Massachuselt^Rar Association, was for[the purpose of ex¬ 
plain iaig ^GTy^rfrvalMrhad'cdiitinued on its faculty individuals who 
had been witnesses before the Committee on TTn-American Activities 
of the House of Representatives and the Senate Committee of the 
Judiciary, Internal Security Subcommittee. j 

These committees had brought before them identified Communists 
who had been active in the organization and operation of tlie con¬ 
spiracy. They had been in contact with known and convicted espio¬ 
nage agents. Thev had been in charge of secret finances of I lie Com¬ 
munist Party. Thev had used their influence to penetrate the legiti¬ 
mate trade unions in their area: They possessed knowledge of the 
conspiracy which was vital to the security of the United States. These 
Harvard faculty members refused to. answer questions relating to 
their membership in the Communist Party or theirjactivities on behalf 
of the Communist- Party on the ground that to do so would tend to 
incriminate them. This conduct on their part was condoned hv Har¬ 
vard and thev were retained on the faculty on thejbasis of the recoin- 
mendatioiuof the dean of the* law school. Condonement of thi^ con¬ 
duct hv Harvard was protested by portions of Harvard alumni, faculty, 
and trustees. To answer these attacks, Griswold made his speech of 
February 1054. 1 
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Tf those witnesses from Harvard faculty who appeared before the 
congressional committees and invoked the fifth amendment had 
honestly advised the university of the activities in which thev engaged 
as members of the Communist Partw Griswold, in hi's speeches, could 
have set forth these facts as proof of tlie innocence of (heir association 
and as justification for their retention. This he could not do and 
knew it* Therefore, it. was necessary for him to in\ont two hypo¬ 
thetical members of Harvard faculty#one a member of the Party and 
the other its supporter. Ted's examine the first hypothetical IIar\ard 
professor and, if you will, compare his activities withithe activities of 
those actually questioned. You \n iH foul there i« no resemblance and 
Griswold does'not expect vou to'find a resemblance! because, in flu 1 
course of his speech, lie stated. “Now you mav say that thU is all very 
unlikely. To this T reply that I am. for the moment 1 , onlv assuming 
a hypothetical case, and I should be able to assume any hypothetical 
case T want.*’ Those Harvard faculty members questioned b\ con¬ 
gressional committees were not hypothetical. Tht»\ were real. The 
activities in which they engaged were not hypothetical 1 *reason against 
a hypothetical government, but conspiratorial acts against a govern¬ 
ment. which through their membership they were dedicated to destroy 
But let's look at Griswold's Communist. Griswold desci ibes Imn as 
a college teacher who— ! 

in the relative calin period of the past middle 10:KVs, on the 
solicitation of a friend, he went to a Communist meeting and 
soon joined the Communist Party. At that time tin* Com¬ 
munist Party was perfectly legal, and regularly uprated on 
. our ballot. He thought he was simply joining a political 
party. One of the reasons that led him to Join was that lie 
regarded fascism as highly immoral and a great dajnger to the 
world, and lie felt that'the Communists were fighting fascism 
in Spain at this time. His interest was not merely m pro¬ 
tecting Spain but, because the danger wdii< h many men then 
' foared most was that of the spread of fascism, the thought 
that fighting fascism in Spain was an important, means of 
guarding against such a danger here. * s: Our teacher wih 
in a Communist cell, with other teachers. The Communists 
had great plans for tins group. They wanted to use it to in¬ 
filtrate American education. However, the Communist com¬ 
mand was canny. They knew that many or all oft In* members 
of this cell of teachers w ere polit icallv innocent. and t hat I hev 
would recoil quickly from anv proposals for sabotage or the 
use of force and violence. So they (rented thC group with 
> great care. The group was never subjected to the rigors of 
Communist discipline. It was a study group, and ‘iK dismis¬ 
sions were kept on a high intellectual plane The more sordid 
vfeatures of the Communist doctrine were kept thoroughly in 
the background. Our teacher never engaged in espionage or 
sabotage or anything like that, and never siw or hoard of anv 
such activities by any members of bis group. He would have 
been horrified by any such act ions. 

Griswold does not assign to his hypothetical Communist, any other 
role than the infiltration of American education. Griswold's h\po- 
thetical Communist continued his membership for over 1*1 yours, until 
the Korean invasion in 1050. Griswold admits that he was not always 
happy about the activities of the Communist Party. This was all that 
hestates: 


Nevertheless, there were things from time to time which 
^ n °f like. He rationalized them in various wa\^: 
Nothing can he perfect : the thing to do to Max inside and 
wmrk against excuses: and.so on Besides, he w^ a stubborn 
fellow. Once having shafted on something he thought was 
good, he did not light hygive it up. 

Griswold can create a hypothetical Communist, hut the Communist 
I arty is not. hypothetic# The black-bell program 0 f die Communist 
1 arty for the Ne<*ro people and its attempt to speak for them throiudi 
U ie C y 6f- v >;° -C™,' \\as not hypothetical. The Cmmmmht 
' s attack upon t lip Government of the United States duim<> the 
Hitler-Stalm pact, was treasonable, hut not hypothetical. The So\ let 
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«lomnui« .on of the Communist. Tart v was not hypolliafical. While this 
. onti-o was concealed from a <rreat. deal of the Mmmunist! member- 
11 "-'s openly exposed through the Puclos letter in' 

<;''.swold s hypothetical case contains sif?in^r^^ 
to he Communist Party being on the ballot in the middle lOM's. 

' " ot . ,hoose to 1'is readers that be'eauso his 

h.x pot helica l Communist was a teacher, he would be assigned to a 
P.otoss.onal amiin, winch -iron,, was underground and not an organ¬ 
izational part of the Communist Party that was aboye ground with its 

,dvise’ll, i't ip' j 1 malhallot In addition, Griswold did not fchoose to 
* 1 ,s< V ;" s Hypothetical C ommunist, would not hare been permitted 
o in* in true name and therefore hail to assume an alias.! Hut of 
course, in America ,n the HttO's eyen Democrats and Kejmblicans 
o.ned the,,- respect,ye parlies by the use of an alias, that jis. hypo¬ 
thetically speak,,, g. (iriswohl acknowledged that the Communists 
had oreat plans Tor tips group | teachers!/’ Griswold nnlst there¬ 
on* know of the plans which the Communist Party of»tlu> world has 
b,r education. He also therefore knows the role which the Crimmnnist, 
teacher properly pla.xed in those plans. He most certainly hajs studied 
lie ( oimnunisl program and reyiewed the Party's instruction to its 
teacher members. Known," this, he knows that the Communist Party 
has iMsIiucted its tea.-lior member to indoctrinate without exposin'"* 
hinis(*tt |,y iniectmo Marxism. Keninism into every class We learn 
"* l"».l« , i!i , »di, extent of Dean Griswold's hypothesis when we ob- 
M*,xe Ins describing his hypothetical Haryard Communist, 'as beii," 

on hUs^l'hvts " ,n!: "' M< 1,e is " ‘Vood teacher and, works hard' 

Griswohlin his description of his hypothetical Communist, licknowl- 
edges how the Communist Party keeps a wav from certain of its 
members the actu,ties which other of its members are enm,"ed 
He does tins to lust,fx how his hypothetical Communist wou'hfknow 
nothing about force and violence, sabotage, espionage or other Com¬ 
munist acts w hu h von and I abhor. It, serves Griswold s hypothetical 
position to take (Ins course I Tow ever, this line of reasoning is out, 
when we desiie to change the context. When Griswold's hypotheti¬ 
cal <om,nun,s| ls laced with the responsil.il ity of testilVinl before 
a committee ot ( ongress. then the act ix it iesp.f (he Communist, Party 

;Ve ""’ : " 1 ; 1 s " k '""x„ (o members that he' invokes 

h- hit , amendment in order to keep from talking othei- people. 

’ nw old states his hypothetical Communist was convinced that “many 
o he people who had been associated with him in the venture were 
|uM innocent ol* u mnadomir as | M > | 10 u ; 

P, 1 ; 1 ''' !l u ‘" :l maybe lie was not as sure of his innocence as 
GiNw ( ,hl pretends be,anse later „, the reprint of the speech when 
the hx pot helical Harvard Communist is before the Committee on 
I n-An,mean Ad ,x ,t ,es and has denied that he is currently a member 
ot the ( ommunist 1 arty, he invokes the fifth amendment because he 

he w ism,'’' ’r°' S 0,>, ‘ if 1,0 1,in,pelf ?'"■<* ">»' oxide,W that 

was one a Communist because he knows that a number of Com- 

mmn.t. ,axe been conv.cted under the Smith Act. ft is assumed that, 
Gi i mx old IS noxx talkmir about the Smith Act, of 19-10 as it appears 
on the statute books and not some hypothetical statute which has 

S I, l , u ' k "°' VS ''ertainly. as dean of the Law 

i,i, er th d’sl , ute"' Z l,,S 'V.M.tHo,i < ; ,l ( „ se ( . onl( , no( - ,, 0 or d S ecuted 
i d that slat, tc. Griswold admits that past membership 1 in the 

omniunisf 1 arty is not a crime in itself and admits that those,persons 
prosecute,! under the Smith Act were prosecuted because of eurmd 
membership m the ( ommunist Party, plus what Griswold refers to 
as somethin..* else . I hereafter, in order to make a case for the fifth 
amendment m the absence of a case which he now has on the basis 
ol Ins hypothetical fads. Griswold ipfers that the nian feirs the 
manufacture by the Government of the Doited Stales of false testi- 
nionx .-mamst his hypothetical Communist and that tips fear thereby 

1 "* s 1 i«»n of the fifth amendment. T should like to ask 

those students of the law to compare Griswold's analysis of the fifth 
amendment and In- knowledge of the Communist Party in li-ht of|i 

l . . . -.to (I.)ol). I he recitation to t ^e^dacww i ^ i ^^ffny 1 ” 
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is factual, sets forth: * h In that case, a witness testified-that she had- 
been treasurer of a local Communist Party, had lyid possession of the , 

records, and had turned them over to another person. She then k 1 

declined to name the person to whom she had given them, claiming j 

the privilege under the fifth amendment. The Supreme Court held ; 

that by giving the testimony she did she had waived the privilege, ( 1 

and that she was guilty of contempt for refusing to answer the further 
question.” Interpreting this decision, Griswold sets forth in t}ie > 1 j > 

printed copy of his speech: | i j 

My guess as to the Uiw is that the Rogers case applies only * * . 
where the witness lias given an incriminating answer to a j 1 : , 

prior question' I do not think it would apply if a witness was j . j' 

asked if he had been a member of the Communist Party in i , < 

1045, and he said “No.” * * * Nevertheless, it will take a Su- | i 

preme Court decision to provide this clarification of the Rog- j - ' • V 

ers case; and counsel advising a client mayj well hesitate to 1 , |\ 

make his client bear-flic, risk and expense of taking a case all t ' j ' 

the way to the Supreme Court. With the Rogers case on the 1 v . j 

books, the only safe advice may lie to claim; the privilege at | . ' | j 

the earliest,possible moment, so as to be sure to avoid a charge t * j 

,-of waiver. - | ' j j 

TheRogers case grew out of an investigation by an Indiana grand 
jurv^of"the Commfiifist*Party of Indiana. Rogers was subpenaed 
before the grand jury along with other officials of the Communist B j , 

Party in connection with this investigation.- Rogers, subpenaed as 1 

the secretary of the Communist Party, admitted Jto holding that posi- ; 

tion. She admitted having been custodian of the Communist Party’s j j 

records and, when asked to produce the records, stated that she did ’ 

not have them because she had surrendered custody*to another indi- ' i 

vidual. She was then asked to identify the individual to whom she - » j 

had turned over the records of the Communist Party of Indiana, which j ; 

she refused to do and which resulted in her contempt-,of-court con vie- j 

tion. She has never been indicted by a grand j jury because of her ' 
mere membership in the Communist Party and was convicted of con- j i 

tempt of court solely because of her refusal to identify the individual 
to whom she had turned over the Communist Party records. While j j 

it is true that the Rogers case relates to the question of waiver qf 
immunities, the Rogers case also puts to a lie the’supposition of many 
that for an individual to admit party membership lays that individual, J j v 

per so,.open to indictment under the Smith Act. j, . I 

The Rogers case decision also establishes the point of Jaw that the 
witness does not have a right to refuse to answer solely as a protection 
from identifying another member of the conspiracy. But the Rogers ! i 

case, even though the learned dean could not understand the decision, ' 

was brought into the matter in order to permit him to apologize for 
the refusal of Communist teachers to answer such questions as “Have | 

you ever taught Communist doctrine in your classroom? or “Have 
you ever solicited students to join the Communist Party?” . i 

Dean Griswold commented on the refusal to answer these questions j ; 

in the following manner: “These refusals have been deeply disturbing 1 

to the public. Yet. the answer to these questions may be ‘No’; but 
the witness nevertheless fears that he cannot give that answer without ; ; 

its being said that lie has waived the privilege as to questions about ; 

other sorts of Communist activities. Here again we have .a situation j 

where the obvious inference from the refusal to] answer the question 
may be completely unwarranted.” This statement returns us once , i 

again to the knowledge which Dean Griswold possesses of the Com- j ! 

munist Party. It is known that every member of the Communist 
Party whose occupation was that of a teacher, whether it be grammar 
or high school or higher institutions of learning,, was required by ' ■ 

Communist Party discipline to carry his Communist indoctrination 
into the classes. All Communists to some,degree carried out these , 

instructions. Those who did not were not members of the Communist j 

Party for periods longer than weeks or a few j months. But Dean 
Griswold's hypothetical 13-year Communist certainly carried on this 
activity many, many times. Anyone who knows the organizational . I 

structure of the Communist Party knows that no Communist of 13 J ! 

years duration could have answered “No” to either of the questions 
quoted above. Therefore, an inference of guilt is not unwarranted in j 

this case. I :_ j 
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The speech of,October 14, which was repeated on October 1J), was 
intended to lay low any interpretation of guilt which someone nngnt 
attach to an invocation of .the fifth amendment As Dean Griswold 
set forth, “Many people have approached the fifth amendment in 
recent months in a rigid and mechanical way. Tliey say: A 
claiming the privilege against self-incrimination under the iiitn 
amendment, or under a similar provision of a state constitution, iS| t 
guilty or else he is lyng. Anyone can see that. 5 They say: Mt s as! 
simple lis two plus two equals four. There arc only two ways. I I he 
claims (he privilege honestly, he must fear iiKTimmahon, which 
means that if he answers the question, he must [admit that he has 
* committed a crime. And if he claims the privilege dishonestly ot 
course he is lying, and since lie is under oath,] he hiis committeU 
perjury. No other explanation is logically possible.’ That, is what 
we are oftep told. And on either basis, the person claiming the 
privilege has condemned himself, and should be forthwith dismissed 
from whatever he has been doing, and generally blacklisted and de¬ 
prived of bis livelihood. Indeed, this position has been taken ' 
in a number of proceedings.” The most personal of these proceed¬ 
ings were of course those involving the faculty of Harvard who had 
appeared before congressional committees, invoked the fifth amend¬ 
ment and were retained by Harvard on the recommendation of Dean 
Griswold. Here again Dean Griswold takes liberty w ith the truth 
by extending the demand of the American people that Communists 
should not be employed in government, in our schools or in other 
sensitive positions or in positions where they can use their prestige 
to indoctrinate on the part of the Communist Party, to include all 
walks of life and places of employment. In (other words. Dean 
Griswojd is giving a right to employment to Communists or former 
Communists/which right is'not given by any matter of course to a 
non -Co m mun i st. But again if Harvard's position in retaining those 
who appeared before congressional committees and imoked the fifth 
amendment is to be upheld, then it is necessary to destroy the infer¬ 
ence which is taken from their invocation of the^ fif'h amendment. 
But between February, when Dean Griswold made his first speech, 
and October, when this speech was made, it w as'necessary to a mend 
the absolute which he had first set forth relative to an inference which 
would be taken from the invocation of the fifthj amendment. Dean 
Griswold-now- assumes that some inferences of guilt are proper and 
he accepts the inference in the case of a bank teller who invokes the 
privilege when questioned as to whether he stole thousands of dollars. 
He accepted as proper the teller's dismissal from the bank solely on 
, the invocation of the fifth amendment, without due process of law. 
He says that this is different from the,case of the fifth-amendment 
member of the Harvard faculty. Where do wc^ differentiate in this 
matter? Dean Griswold tells us: ' , 

The first matter to which T think we should give careful 
attention in all of these cases is the vaturc of the question 
which is ashed and which the witness refuses to answer under ! 
the shelter of the fifth amendment. Here again the problem 
is one of degree. There is no clear and sharply demarcated 
line. The question whether a bank teller 1 stole Binds en- i 
trusted to him is one soft of question. But the closer the 
question asked gets to tlie area of opinion and politic al belief, 
the less significant, 1 suggest to you, is the refusal to answer | 
questions. Or, to put this another nay, the more interroga- . 
.tion gets into what might be called the free-speedi area of 
the first amendment, the more difficult it is to come up surely 
with a sound inference from the refusal to answer questions. 

Assuming that the Communist Party is a conspiracy to overthrow 
our Government bv force and violence, using murder and all other 
' evil methods that Communists have shown they are capable of, Gris¬ 
wold states that this is not comparable to the bank teller because the 
question red a ting to Communist Party membership is not how bad 
communism and the theft of the bank teller are. but what conduct the 
person we are considering actually engaged in., Griswold takes the 
position-that with respect to a person who was a member of the Com- 
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nmnist Party the great majority of them in joining the. party and in 
operating within the partly* for a period of as long as jI ’> \ ears were 
acting on thoroughly political reasons which were 10*)j percent inno¬ 
cent. Again referring to the inference to bo drawn from the m\ora¬ 
tion of the fifth amendment, Griswold sets forth that . fcb there may in 
fa'ot be no clear or compelling basis for drawing any inference against 
the person claiming the privilege against, self-incrimination when the 
question he refuses to answer is one which is, or which ihe feeds to be, 
directed to his opinions or political beliefs. Ahd this has been true 
of many of the unanswered questions in recent years.**; Not only do 
.we have Griswold now' referring back to Communist P^rty member¬ 
ship and activities engaged in by one of its members as opinion and 
political belief, we now have him stating that opinions or political 
beliefs were the reason many witnesses appealed before the commit¬ 
tees in recent years and refused to answer questions, invoking the fifth 
amendment., I 

Numerous other illustrations which could establish the propaganda 
nature of Dean Griswold’s speeches could be illustrated. To do a 
complete and thorough job would require more words than are con¬ 
tained in the three speeches analyzed herein. The above seems to 
•adequately document the point we are trying to make. X 

It is to be observed that in 1951, during the periodtlliese speeches, 
there was pending in State and Federal courts litigation with which 
Dean Griswold disagreed, not for any legal rftyon, but political or 
moral reasons. One was the case of A ^ew York 

teacher who was dismissed from his "eTiipjo^yniyft"'under a New York 
statute which provides for dismissal upmVthp invocation of the fifth 
amendment. The other was the Paul S\arfziy case pending in* New 
II ampshire and growing out ( )f^w'ljez(Tyisa 1 to answer certain 
questions before a legislative trihunal under the directorship ojrfhc 
Attorney General of New* Hampshire. The third was the; Funeral 
immunity statute w hich was being tested in the ease.of WiIJiam l‘II- 
luniin before a Federal grand jury. We have commented upon Gfis-“ 
wold's position involving Many Slochower in the discussion and 
analysis between Slochower and the hank teller who was suspected of 
stealing money. Dean Griswold approves dismissal of* the hank teller 
but opposes tlie dismissal of Slochower. in the Paul Sweezev case, 
and of course Dean Griswold does not refer to the individual by name 
but merely refers to a proceeding pending m New Hampshire, Gris¬ 
wold finds that the first amendment to the Constitution protects 
Sweezey in his refusal to answer at least one of the items for which 
' lie was indicted. With respect to the immunity statute, Griswold, and 
here again we have an admission on his part that his opinion is not 
based on any legal study, observes “this statute gives protect ion against 
prosecution, and thus meets theiiteral objective of the'Constitution. 
Nevertheless, because I attach so much importance to the fifth amend¬ 
ment and the values which it symbolizes, / look trif/i mts(jhun(j upon 
thh statute." * * * 

Within weeks after the October 1054 speech, the Tfund for the 
Republic contracted to distribute these nonscholarly essays which were 
designed to educate the people into an acceptance of a position taken 
by Harvard to attorneys and members of the Fedeial bench. The 
political campaign in which Dean Griswold was involved, which 
prompted these speeches, was not disclosed in the hook or by any docu¬ 
ment which accompanied the distribution* 1 of the book. Immediately 
the political nature of the book came under attack and it was charged 
that the Fund for the Republic, by distributing this book with tax- 
exempt moneys, was aiding the cause; of intermit ton n l ’ communism. 
This charge was somewhat documented hv the fact that immediately 
after its distribution many witnesses appearing before congressional 
committees used Dean Griswold's hook as their reason for refusing to 
answer questions relating to their, membership in the Communist 
Party. On top of this, the Fmergenc> Civil Liberties Committee 
reprinted the speech of February 5, 1954 and the Fund for the Re¬ 
public financed this reprint. The Kmergency Civil Liberties Com¬ 
mittee is presently engaged in a campaign to abolish congressional 
committees investigating communism and to destroy the F15I or at 
least it s, subversive sect ion. In addition, the Senate internal Security 
Subcommittee in its publication “Handbook for Amci ieans** char-; 
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acterizes the Fmergei.ry Civil Li hotties Committee as the current legal . 
arm of commiini^ui. , / j 

To ovotvome the criticism voiced pi^he Fund for the Republic in 
distributing Dean Griswold's “‘Thc^Gfth Amendment Today’ 5 , the/ 
Fund J’or the Republic reprinted ijjpcl distributed a scholarly essay of ^ 
the lifthynnendment, by C. Dickerman Williams, a professor ofih^tf^ - 
at fcdJui vo usity, Tffflfcli^ssfnV i: appearedain the l^otrlhaqj LaAV n 

Re.\ leAV.*. ., However. while the Fund distributed :b5,oqrr" copies of 
r 1^ean(Tris\\old's, they distributed only 1,000 of,C. Dickerman Wil¬ 
liams' and did not send 0* Diekerman Williams 5 to those who had 
received Dean Griswold's. It, is no wonder that we tin el the Supreme 
Court m the Harry Sloehower ease quoting Dean Griswold) on vio¬ 
lation of due process by congressional committees. Dean Griswold 
has been opposing congressional committees as far back as 11)47 when 
lie opposed appropriations for the Committee on Du-American Activ¬ 
ities and called for its abolition. I n "The Fifth Amendment Today, 55 * 
Dean Griswold had to attack what he called the lack of duel process 
by congressional committees because he established this as a reason, 
among other reasons, for winch a witness could properly refuse to 
testify about- his allUialiouh with the Communist Party. Another 
teasoii for refusal was set forth by Dean Griswold u as a gesture of 
opposition to the procedure of proscribing organizations.]withput^^ 
giving them the right to be heard/' In 1051, Dean Griswold, 1 involj^n 
the same reasoning for his refusal to revoke < he charter of theJJiifvay^-r 
Law\ers Guild, an a 111 bate of (he Comm uni sfc-oon trolled National 
Davw/ofs’ Guild Said Dean Griswold at, that, time: “Supressing an 
organization is a very set ions step to take. * * * Tlie report of the 
Committee on l hi-Amei ienn Art ivities raises questions. * *j Hut we 
do iiot feel that we should suppress tins local group because that com¬ 
mittee, without notice or hearing, has issued a report attacking the 
national organization with which the student grfiup is affiliated/' 

Dean Grbuohl, therefore, ovei looked the ev idence and permitted law 
students to subjeet themselves to Communist, indoctrination! because 
the National Lawyers Guild did not get a hearing. Time will tell if 
his derision offered to international communism any young Harvard 
law students. Wepiavnot. ! 

4 *To Insure the Knd of Our Hysteria’* is a reprint of an article from 
the. New York Times pf December 14, 1054. It was reprinted by the 
Final for dist rihut mu by t he present legal guardian of the Communist 
Party : namely, the Finergeney Civil Libert ies ( Vinnnittee, a fact which 
demonstrate'- the lack of objectivity of the ai^Jcle/s content$.| 

The author of the article is Paul G. Hoffman, former head of the 
Ford Foundat ion, and. according to the article's footnote, ‘‘now chair¬ 
man of the boa id of the St u<lel>aker-Parkiird 4 (Jorp.^ The reason for 
concealing the fact that~"YTi^hTofTriui n vTasuh airmail of the board of 
directors of the Finn] for the IJepnblicj^not given. The reason is ? 
however, very e\ idem] upon exammatiulfof the arguments of, hysteria . 
which the author both creates anot^tmen calks for their abolishment. 

Mr. IhdVman Inul before him the results o f a survey, conducted with 
blind money by Dr. Samuel A. Stouffer, which showed that jless than 
percent of tlie people exhibited feftr as a motivation of theiir actions 
and demands against Communists or communism. Yet Mr. Hoffman 
disregards this evidence and charges in his article tied “the 1 complex v 
of fear that has spread over America during the past <S years', j and par¬ 
ticularly the past 4." has brought "this great Nation a period! of near¬ 
panic of a kind it never knew before." i 

I he (ear which Hoffman was trying to sell in the article was not of 
the conspiracy itself, but, rather, u our method of combating’" that 
which he described as “the,vicious threat of communism to pur secu¬ 
rity. The point lie was trying to make related to those opposing 
internal communism rather than to an argument that.there was no 
justification tor the opposji ton. It appears that, if Mr. Ilotljman had 
been placed in charge of tlie campaign of oposing u the vicious threat 
of communism to our security/’ the methods selected would then have 
been motivated by a patriotic desire to secure the United States from 
its enemy. Penalise he was not given this anthority, lie disapproves of 
the methods selected and in lus article describes the methods as an out¬ 
let of/-psychopathic desires" on the part of individuals leading the 
opposition of the vicious threat of communism. Without evidence, lie 
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described those opposing the vicious threat as “petty: thought control- / s ! j 

lers" and included among them— y ^ ! T ^ ! 

professional and political exploiters, some of whom were in | ! 

some measure sincere but most of whom colored their sincerity'- ", |! 

with ambitions for personal power mid advantage* <„ - ‘ * * , j 

It must be borne in mind that these characterizations are not based « j * 

on evidence but are rather slogans used to attack those representing a ‘ , - \ 

position to which Hoffman found himself in opposition. It typifies JJ 

a conduct which Mr. Hoffman was warned against by the Fund’s Com- , i * ! 

mittee on the Logacy^of American Liberty: i - j 

it would greatly promote common understanding if those who • 

disagree as to the meaiYS by which the ends of freedom are I 

reliably achieved, would state their differences in terms of j . j 

✓ factual propositions about such means, rather tljian as slogans, J • ? - 

in an ideological battle. ! - j i j ; 

Slogans are the tried and true method of selling which Hoffman 1 j 

ha* used sinoeJtfe started selling cars in 1011. The use of a slogan 
eliminate^ h/mse of factual presentation of merchandise or advocacy.! 

Havid LjJg^iceJii.his article ‘“Fund’ Accused of Propagandizing^ , . ] 

deafms of the Fund. His point is equally applicable to!; j | 

the slogans of Hoffman as contained in To Insure The End of Oiir! < | 

Hysteria. IVrote Lawrence: * I i ’ * , i 

i , , ] je ( 1 | 

Tt is the main thesis of the projects sponsored hv thp'Fund , ( i . 

for the Republic that ideas and freedoiu of thongh^ffre being ’ ' ! J 

suppressed. This is an bid cry., T )wi ght Ki^en liower, in a 1 I 

speech on,October ‘h 11*52-. called ffiatcopf^^ s ! 

cated lie as he outlined the specious claim4of those who con- v j ! 

bidei* cominunisni just a political faith instead of a criminal ' i ; 

conspiracy. He said that this lie “partly poisoned two whole ,"J 

^ decades of our national life/' and that it meant “con tarn in a- ; ; 

tion in some degree of virtually every department, every ' ‘ 

agency’* every bureau, every section^ of our Government.” ! ! 

He added: j ' t ! 

“It meant a government.'bv men whose very brains were I 1 < 

confused by this opiate, of deceit. These men were advisers j 1 j 

in a foreign policy that—on one. side of thej word—weakly j j 

boned before the triumph in China of Conjimunists hailed / j j 

as ‘agrarian 'reformers. 5 On the other side of the" world, ( - 1 J 

this policy condoned the surrender of whole nations to an j * j’ 

implacable enemy whose appetite for conquest sharpened I ! 

with every victory. This penetrat ion meant a (domestic policy ; ‘ ! 

whose tone was set bv nn»n who sneered and Scot fed at warn- I . ; 

inas of the enemy infiltrating our most secret counsels. It - ? j 

meant—in its mod ugly triumph—treason itself.” . , j! 

Tills is the Eisenhower concept on which, was bused a sue- 1 
cessful appeal to the American people. Yet the Fund for the r i 

TJepublic is nut to prove that it was all a myth or the result ' \ , 1 j 

of a "social pressure ’ " that has tended to suppress con- j j 

scientious nonconformity.” 73 , I ,f 1 j 

’ ’ , ■' i 

Hoffmandeerles both the advocacy and the acceptance of the fact • ' ; 

that there are individuals who. in opposing restrictions on fioinmu- ! | 

ni^ls. are concealed par<\ members, or dangerous sympathizers. 1 1 ; 

Hoffman aids these ipdividnaK l>v inferring that the charges against t 

the mninrifx are not true. Their identify would permit establish- * j 

men! of their membership or sympathy, however, this he omits. The 
^ slogan approach covers the guiltv with th^olanllet of some innocent 

mdi\ iduals who must he included wit hurt he slogan. But Hoffman j ; 

does not live hv the moral ride whiidi ke insist* upon for others: In : 

1!)51. s]>eaking"hefore the he defended * ! 

Justice iPouplas' rigid to l : ecoinmd China, but , | 

atta?kerpt^^e”w what lie nescribed a^“fortress America.” 4 i 

These ii^Tividuals he described a^ being next to the ardent Communist, 
a person best liked by the Communist, an active “hard-shell isola¬ 
tionist." ' j ■ j 

Hoffman lias opposed loyalty-security programs for many years. 1 I 

Calling the loyalty test as "silly and unsound,” lie had urged the Sen- j 
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t Relations Committc^o authorize „ region of such 

SS, P \li d ,7| m t « 1,0 ■ / lll0 j^WiSi CooBrati on Admin-' 

l,is *,•*•«■* 
duniKro r^,i«orl fTir .r^, ff /° Mmlln,llllsm - testify In (lie . 

George Shxvlv'' | Hol,l " : " l s re1«x»tion of I In; 1 loyalty program., 

rec-^ cn.pl«v.» or K(\\ luhosc/Oonnminist 

!f ‘mb r . ' , . v ’ 0f ,’ y lA A of "*<' Senate Foreign Kcla- 

^r! ,teS ‘ 11 ( ° :M,,,,0 ' izR <hc "*•”*» tollman . 

flistri, ’"^ d ]) y ,l > 1 ' Fund, iroffmai. was still charnc- 

Iv^ in \° °f f'omimmisls as ‘‘wild, ImiHimf. 

turns tn the Amonom T-e/aron, Veto inns of Fhiviir,, Wars ]W< \ 

J- 'f 1 ' P'di'iol ic oi jramzations were proclaimed as spy limits conducted 
tfioot, regard to law and tlie traditional functions .d American 

].!</ . 'v| T -|' S T' " "'fi ° . "" flon,il, * r O'lrani/.ations and people eumm- 
"V 1 ' l f ill ;’ nte mefliods surest* Mint, (with Federal and State law- 
« o.ce.ne„L a-rences were refusing to enforce the law. However 

the char<res"‘ V Ti i,s . no evidence was presented to document 

from fKvstec ,H f° Lf,lU V s ‘ ,u . m1 » i« ^ficnl, to dist injruish 

iioin me lu.steria sloiran of the ( omimim«t l'artv 1 

Ee nhli'c-.l 10 VPr ] of \ 0th M, ‘ Tlo,1 ’ nii " 1 "O'l Fund for the ' 

' was written h " r v IR ,' VaS of (1 “- l»mrd. , When the article 

Vet | I, 1 "" 1 " !,s . n | m«»st, 5 years old. Todat it is oxer 5 

Yet, neither Mr. Motinnin in the article nor the Fund in am of its ■ 
major or even minor undertakings has bothered to tel? what comnm •' 
msm is or how it operates. In Maid, Mr. Hollman wrote a 

oThI JV'i' r ' <orl , 1 ' : "<“11 ! <'' si re of its menace and also 

J f‘» C . w ’ l<il1 W| tlt "Inch (’ommmiisfs .-oxer up their aciivi- ! 
! GS ‘ * * ,IS knowledge heand the Fund Inixe kept Id themselves, p,v 
slogans, they have whispered that communism was had Hv e\i>endi- 

lums K mini.,,,, tl.iiv Imvii |,,,.„„vo,l „ J iX/i.'ll 

paity whose mem hers are merely controversial.' M r . Hollmiii is 
cn'm" 11 " 1 ^ /I' 0 Fund. lias asked us to remember Ihai amon«- the most 
controversial him res ol all history were “Moses, desus Mohammed 
and in our tune—.Vlabatma Gandhi." Undoubtedly lie desired to 
compare these reliiriouS leaders will, the other eon! roversials of his- 
to'y namely Marx, Kneels, Lenin, Stalin, and Khrushchev. 

.1 he committee l.nds that the Fund for the Republic. i„ i.resenlin- 

and thoV Ih 'VT ln * G, ‘l )I ' e *; ,, ,,) '.i <>f »J>«* fifth amendment to attorneys 
51 V m ?7! 10 ; | ,,;k 1 Uily m violation of the provisions of section 

flier fhif *1 ,h edocimienl wa » pobt icat propaganda, and fur- ; 

tliei, that by distributing <„ the Federal bench it was interferiim 
in legislation in that the Supreme (\>uri,decision inj .lie Slodiowe? 
case, declared unconstitutional a New York State statute. i 

o i 


$ 





1 VBZ - LINO 


STAFF MEMORANDUM ON FUND FOR THE 
REPUBLIC 


INTRODUCTION 

The staff of the Committee on Un-American Activities began its 
stiidv of the Fund for the Republic in 1955. It did so, following peti¬ 
tions for such an investigation by the American I^mon, the^cterens 
of Foreign Wars and other organizations. In addition, scores ot 
citizens not affiliated with anv organization called the C ™ittee s 
attention to activities in which the Fund was engaged, and which 
they considered to be in,the interest of the Communist Party of the 
United States, its members, supporters, or sympathizers. 

In conducting this inquiry into certain activities of the bund, the 
staff departed from its usual type of inquiry. We did.not'proceed 
11 non the suspicion that it was subversive or ( ommuoist initiated. 
On? concern with the activities of the Fund or of the individuals in¬ 
volved ’'in its operations was related solely to the security of the 
TTnited States. It was our suspicion that the Fund, in ceitam of 
its proiects, was hampering the functioning of security mechanisms, 
aimed to secure us in our life-death struggle with Communist to¬ 
talitarianism. Committee investigation was directed, therefore, < 
those Fund projects having a bearing on the internal security ot the 
United States: no projects dealing with racial and religious issues weie 

^ The following memorandum from the Committee staff suggests 
as a tentative conclusion that certain proiects of the Fund for the Re¬ 
public were in fact,, harmfnl to the security of our Government. 

1 It should he observed that (his staff memorandum is based on a 
cursory examination of an immense volume of printed source ma¬ 
terial,'which should he carefully reexamined before hnal concdusions 
are drawn. Mnnv important, documents were denied to the t om 

m F^rthemoreJ^issdng this preliminary statement of findings, the 
staff would like to make clear that it does not infer or contend that 
citizens*or organizations should be deprived of their Constitutional 
rights, without fear of official coercion to write anything permissible 
under the law. or to disagree on even the most fundamental questions 
concerning civil liberties and security. However, an organization 
existing by virtue of its tax status agrees to conform to the provisions 
of law aiid regulations, and accepts the limitations applied by the 
law and regulations in order to enjov tax relief. Therefore, an organ- 
/ ization engaging in propaganda activities,, or m influencing legis a- 
' tion for the purpose of hampering the security of the United states, 
is clearly subiect to review bv the Congress and, specifically, m the 
case of the Fund for the Republic, by the Committee on Un-American 
Activities. Not to do so would be in degradation (?) of our duty 
under the mandate which we receive from the House of Repre- 

^The^Fund for the Republic's status rests on section 501 (c) (3) of 
• the 1954 Internal Revenue Act as amended, which exempts corpora¬ 
tions and other forms of associations from payment of income tax and 
provides likewise deductible status to .donors thereto, lhe t unci 
organized under this provision must not carry on propaganda or 
otherwise attempt to influence legislation in any sizable degree. 

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, following the passage o 
the Internal Revenue Act of 1954, issued certain regulations respect¬ 
ing exempt organizations. He defined an educational organization 
as follows: 
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* * * In the determination of whether an organization is 
exempt under this section feducational organizations], con¬ 
sideration will he given not only to‘the purpose for which it ' * 
was organized, and the powers it possesses, but also to the 
methods of its operation. To qualify as an exempt educa¬ 
tional organization, the methods employed by it must in fact 
be educational. Thus, not only the purpose but. also the ac¬ 
tivities of such an organization must be designed to dissemi¬ 
nate knowledge and basic^factual material rather than un- 
} supported opinion. The fact that an organization has a 
particular viewpoint, or takes a particular position, with re¬ 
spect to the subject, or subjects presented by it, and that it 
'openly advocates'such position, will not of itself .operate to 
<leny it exemption if in its presentation of the subject or sub¬ 
jects there is a full exposition of the facts upon which the/', 
advocated position is premised whereby the individual or the 
public may form independent opinions or conclusions based 
'Upon a fair presentation of the pertinent factual material. 
Conversely, exemption m'ay not be allowed under this section 
to an organization whose principal function, accomplished 
through its publications, lectures, or other media, is the pres- 

t entation of opinion without pertinent facts which would 
permit the individual or the public to reach* independent 
and informed conclusions. * * * 

The purpose of. this staff memorandum, based on investigation of 
the operation of the Fund for the Republic, is to factually demonstrate 
that the Fund engages in propaganda, and in the influencing of legis- - 
lation in violation of section 501 (c) (3). This report documents the 
lack of objectivity on the part of the Fund for the Republic. While 
some projects of the Fund for the Republic are objectively presented,' 
the majority of its operations not related to the question of >ace, or 
religion, are based on the biased investigation and result in findings 
which'not only fail to present both sides of a given question, but in 
fact conceal Tacts necessary for the people to arrive at an.honest" 
understanding. 

The'committee staff’s investigation discloses that the charter of the 
. Fund; irrespective of the language used to describe it, is political. 
Documents of the Fund, Ford Foundation, Fund projects, fellowships, 
grants in aid, publication distribution, as well as speeches and writings 
of Fund officers, establish that the Fund charter in reality has no re¬ 
lationship to the charter which it publicly described or which it used 
to obtain tax exemption. 

The program of the Fund for the Republic lias beeruone of action 
and not education.'' Rather than to educate, if ■ was established to f 
“award*', “support for limited periods”, or supply “legal assistance 
in appropriate cases.” Its offensive has been its attacks against con- r 
gressional investigations of Communism, Government lovalty pro- i 
cedures, private censorship, loyalty oaths, academic.freedoms, regu¬ 
lation of immigration, and passport procedures. 

In financing Miese attacks, it lias spent several million dollars, in¬ 
cluding administrative costs such as president Hutchins’ £50,000 per 
annum salary, attacking' the denial of employment to Communist 
Party members—in nonservice positions of Government, in defense 
industries, import areas, in the airlines end maritime industry,"and 
in radio, motion pictures and television- Tn making these attacks, the 
Fund ha^ domiTrmntedjts lack of objectivity bv failing to disclose the 
. distinction which it makes between the employments listed above and 
similar employment bv tl\e Fund for the Republic T'be philosophy of 
the Fund appears to be based on a nn«itioiv f hat the Government should 
not deny employment to security risks in fionsensitive. positions of 
Government, or that the City of New TVwk should not deny employ¬ 
ment toiCommunists or to those who invoke constitutional protections 
in refusiim-fo testify about the Communist Parhr- The Fjind snent 
millions of dollar® of-Pix-^xmnnt money to condition the American 
people jn f n accepting its philosophy. On the one. hand, however, it 
rejects its own ohdosophv when it considers the qualifications of em¬ 
ployees of the Fund Fnrlv in 195fi, the. directors of the Fund for th& 
Republic denied the right to employment by the Fund for the Republic 
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of members of the Communist Party or individuals who invoked the 
fifth amendment, under relevant circumstances.^ The committee staff 
has been unable to locate any public announcement on the part of thtf 
' jFund for the Republic setting forth this bar to employment on the 
J j s . part of Communists or people who have invoked the fifth amendment 
under relevant circumstances.^On the other hand, we have the Fund 
% for the Republic publicly w condemning the city of New York school 
/ authorities, as well as other school authorities, for their refusal to 
1 , hire Communists as teachers. ' u 

The resolutions adopted by the directors of,the Fund barring from 
employment'on its staff those described,above have not applied the bar 
^ * to employment to tlrose whom it has "paid tax-exempt money. In the 

A Fund program “Case Studies in Personnel Security”, the Fund ac¬ 

cepted the'views .of Communists as* to the objectivity of the security 
- .programs. It entrusted to,an individual identified before this Com¬ 
mittee as a member of the Communist Party4he analysis of the testi¬ 
mony of the director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The' 
Fund engaged Earl Browder as a source of information on the Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States at a time when he was under a 
v perjury indictment and in spite of his refusal to testify about the 

' f t Communist Party, including its espionage activities. 

1 , In spite o l f the. bar to employment-of Communists or those who 

s invoked the Fifth Amendment under relevant circumstances, the 
, Fund has made an award to benefit an individual who lost employ- 
1 ment by reason of a refusal to advise an employer as to affiliation with 

’ the Communist Party. They rewarded an ^individual by giving him 

temporary employment following his refusal to testify before a con¬ 
gressional committee on the^subjeqt of the Communist Party. On top 
of . this, they have appropriated in excess of $100,000 of tax-exempt 
money to supply counsel and to pay court costs for individuals who 
have refused to testify against the Communist conspiracy. The 
, Fund has made extensive use of individuals possessing a bias to por- 

v / tray a condition where an objective presentation would be a reversal 
of the individual’s public proclamations. They have usechindividuals 
who have been hostile witnesses before congressional committees for 
the purpose of presenting objective views oi\ the operations of such 
committees. They have used opponents. of loyalty baths or indi¬ 
viduals adversely affected by the oaths to present so-called objective 
i analyses of the loyalty-oath programs. They have used individuals 

who oppose prosecution of Communists to smear, without proof, the 
integrity of Government witnesses. In carrying out its program, the 
Fund for the Republic has not been deterred by the law and regula¬ 
tions relating to tax-exempt organizations. Where the law anyl regu- 
- lations apparently denied the Fund the right to carry out certain, 

; ' t projects, the Fund has circumvented the law by the adoption of sev- 
„ era! procedures. All procedures^which it lias adopted,in this regard 

"appear to be designed for the purpose of placing the responsibility on 
individuals or organizations n6t a part of the Fund. To take advan- 
* ' tage of the exception which the regulations allow for occasional 

' speeches or writings of a propaganda nature, the Fund has distrib¬ 

uted a mass of material by individuals whose findings are devoid of * 
x fact. It has also made grants of tax-exempt money to other tax¬ 
-exempt organizations for the purpose of carrying out projects which 
are clearly not permissible'nnder the law. Under this last category, 
the Fund has financed the-program of a political organization by 
, making its grant to an educational tax-exempt organization. It 

financed .counsel and court costs of individuals who. refused to talk 
r about the Communist conspiracy or who refused to obey the law by 
^ N ' appropriating tax-exempt money to a religious tax-exempt organiza¬ 
tion. " ".. . . . . 

The Fund has financed attacks upon individuals and organizations 
. , advocating policies with which it'disagrees. It has financed attacks 
upon newspapers, magazines, and correspondents expressing positions 
» 1 with which it disagrees. [ It has financed research and/or distribution 

_ x o£ books, magazines, and articles intended to. influence: (a) Legisla- t 
. tion, or (&) court decisions. It has financed projects which : (a) Were 
) designed or which Resulted in the presentation of propaganda, or non¬ 
objective conclusions; (b) utilized hearsay, rumor or gossip instp.«d 



4 VBZ - LINO 

of facts; (c) utilized alleged confidential sources to conceal lack of 
facts; (d) released reports on alleged finding of projects as books 
or articles in order to circumvent tax provisions of law and Funds 
responsibility for findings. 

The Fund has financed attacks, not based on evidence, upon loyalty, 
integrity and/or intelligence of: {a) Certain members of Federal and 
state legislatures; ( b) the leadership of national organizations such 
as the American Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and Daughters 
of the American Revolution. 

The Fund lias financed attacks, not based on evidence, upon the 
loyalty, integrity, intelligence, aiul mental stability of all confidential 
informants of the Federal Bureau of Investigation who have testified 
in public trials or proceedings, in addition to all former members of 
t|ie Communist Party who have given similar testimony. 

The committee staff has found, during this investigation of the 
Fund for the Republic, a growing tendency.,to create tax-exempt 
organizations, which are in fact and in truth neither educational, 
scientific or religious. It is evident that the intent of Congress, as 
reflected by the enactment of tux statutes, is being greatly abused. 
It appears evidence that much consideration must be given to this 
problem if the abuses are to be halted. The law and Treasury regu¬ 
lations must be .strengthened m order to make them enforceable. The 
workload of the Internal Revenue.Seryice involving tax-exempt organ¬ 
izations is tremendous and is increasing daily. That an organization 
such as the Fund for the Republic can obtain tax exemption on a mere 
presentation, without any effort on the part of the Internal Revenue 
Service to review the documents of the Ford Foundation, is a situation 
which should be eliminated immediately. Even if the ambiguity of 
the law and regulations was corrected, the small staff assigned to tax- 
exempt organizations would still make adequate enforcement 
impossible. 

INVESTIGATION 

To learn the facts the committee staff 4 began collecting the products 
of the Fund. 

Objective knowledge of the Fund was imperative. It was apparent 
it could not be obtained outside the offices of the Fund, therefore, in 
March 1956, the committee staff asked for copies of the minutes of the 
Board of Directors. Scanty excerpts were received and on May 2,' 
we repeated our request. These were received and analyzec? only to 
find that even the minutes did not reflect the full story. The com¬ 
mittee start saw that the full story was tied up in Fund staff dockets, 
or the correspondence or project filies. 

By June 1956, the committee proposed hearings for the purpose 
of obtaining evidence. On June 7, Mr. Hutchins was advised by 
letter of this fact and invited to appear or be represented. On June 15, 
1956, lie responded by attacking the objectivity of individuals whom 
he suspected might be called, including the Commander of the Ameri¬ 
can Legion. Mr. Hutchins wrote that “the objective facts can be 
presented only by those who have them, 5 ' Therefore the committee 
abandoned its plans for a general inquiry because the objective facts 
were on ly in possession of the Fund or its grantees. 

Through correspondence committee staff members attempted to re¬ 
ceive the objective facts. We requested files, records of disbursements, 
conditions of certain employment and copies of documents distributed. 

In response the Fund, usually through its counsel, complied in some 
instances, stated they did not possess in others, and ignored in still 
others, or refused to produce unless the material was subpemied. 

The committee held tAvo hearings. One dealt with the Fund project 
“Blacklisting”. ' The other with an award of $5,000 to Plymouth 
Monthly Meeting, Pennsylvania, re Mary Knowles. John Cogley, the 
director of the “Blacklisting 5 project, and the possessor of the objective 
facts was called as a witness. Maureen Ogden Black, a staff member 
of the Fund, was suhpenaed as the possessor of the objective facts re: 
Mary Knowles. Mrs. Black supplied many of the facts while Mr. 
Cogley, invoking the freedom of the press, withheld many of the facts. 
Both of these .will be dealt with later under either projects or awards. 

The committee investigators, not possessing all the facts made an 
additional request of the Fund to make available in New York “facili¬ 
ties for members of the staff to review documents relating to the 
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Fund’s activities since December, 1952.” On April 12, 1957, the com¬ 
mittee was advised by Fund counsel, Beuthel Webster, that the Board 
had not as yet considered the request and “I shall not advise that this 
request be granted.” On May 24, Mr. Webster personally called upon 
the committee's staff director and stajted that he— 

had been instructed by the board of directors of the Fund to 
say that the Fund would not permit the review [by committee 
investigators] of countless additional documents relating to 
the operation of the Fund. - 

During the conversation between the committee’s staff director and 
Fund counsel, Fund counsel suggested a meeting jn New Yprk with 
a committee investigator. This meeting took place on June-4, in the 
offices of the Fund counsel. During this conference request was made 
for original documents, some of which had previously been re¬ 
quested. On July 2, after verbally indicating that this 'latest re¬ 
quest would be denied in full, some of the material requested w T as 
supplied; Between the conference of June 4 and the transmission of 
July 2, the Supreme Court handed down its decision in the John 
I. Watkins suit. Fund counsel thereafter advised the committee staff 
that 4 'the data now or heretofore supplied at your request are not re¬ 
garded ^ by the Fund as pertinent to an investigation by your com¬ 
mittee. ’ “It is our position", concluded Webster, “that in the future 
the Fund will not continue to supply from its files internal papers and 
information not rele\ 7 ant to a proper inquiry.” 

Wlmt strictly educational, religious, or charitable organization 
would hide its opeartions from the Congress of the United States, the 
very body from which it received the authority to spend its inheritance 
without the burden of taxes. 

In June 1956, the Fund protested hearings into the Fund on the 
grounds that the committee lacked objective facts. The Fund has re¬ 
fused to make a full disclosure of the objective facts. Hearings by 
the committee were impossible without full documentation of the 
Fund's activities. 

- This staff memorandum on the operations of the Fund for the Re- 
public is limited therefore to the projects, awards and/or grants upon 
which facts were obtainable. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE FUND 

The creation of the Fund for the Republic was authorized by the 
Board of Trustees of the Ford Foundation on October 4, 1951. The 
background and objectives to be followed by the/Fund were contained 
in an officers docket to the trustees. The objectives of the Fund were 
under continuing consideration and subject to revision, but in general 
they w ere supposed to “‘help promote witliin the United States security 
based on freedom and justice.” 

In 'carrying" out this program, the Fund was directed to take into 
account: . 

Ja) The danger to the national security from the persistent 

- Communist attempt to penetrate and disrupt free and peace¬ 
ful societies; - 

(b) The danger to national security arising from fear and 
mutual suspicion generated by international tension; 

(c) The danger to the national security arising from fear 

and mutual suspicion fomented by shortsighted or irresponsi¬ 
ble attempts to combat communism through methods which 
impair.the true sources of our strength; , . 

(d) - The need to understand and vindicate the spiritual and 
practical significance of freedom and justice within our 
society which are enduring sources of its strength; and 

(^) .The need to dedicate ourselves anew to the demonstra¬ 
tion within America of a free, just, and unafraid society at 
work'. 1 J 


’ See Fund docket, October 1951, pp. 8, 0 . . 

By July 1952, Paul G. jjoffman and Eobert M. Hutchins, officers of 
tiie r ouimation, proposed additional appropriations of between — 1 
$14 million in addition to an nt-i ..:—1 *. 
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the docket to the trustees dated July 15-16, 1052, the officers pointed 
to the highly controversial nature of the problems with which the 
Fund for the Republic would deal and noted that the Fund should not 
be put in the position of having to come back to the Foundation for t 
funds “in an atmosphere of adverse criticism.” 2 * 


3 See Fund docket, July 15 and 16, 1952, p. 2/ 

/The Fund fdr the Republic was not Jformajly organized until Decern- 
ber 9 r 1952,, but its'program was laid down for itin July. A Hoffman- 
Hutchins docket ofJuly 15-16, 1952, established the areas in which 
the Fund was to operate. ? 

That the Fund for the Republic was to be an action organization^ 
as well as one designed to educate, is the impression left by suclrstate- 
ments in the docket as: - ' 

Events since October 1951, make the Fund for the Republic 
no less necessary than it was when jt was authorized. On the 
contrary, some of the movements and attitudes that it was 
designed to combat seem to be gaining strength . Private 
censorship accompanied by. organized boycotts is spreading. 

The loyalty procedures of the Government are.causing much 
difficult}'. Colleges are having more and more trouble with, 
groups that demand that all teaching be completely orthodox' 
and that free discussion on the campus be inhibited. 
Minority groups are handicapped or menaced by prejudice. 3 


3 See Fund docket, July 15 and 16, 1952. p. 5. 

The .Hoffman-Hutchins docket included the following among the 
Fund's areas of interest: _ , 

* * * The conduct of legislative hearings, government 
loyalty procedure, private censorship,, loyalty oaths, due 

? >rocess of law, academic freedom, democracy in labor unions,. 
ree speech and free assembly, the status of migrant workers, 
racial and religious discrimination, the regulation'of immi- 
/ gration and of travel of American citizens to foreign coun¬ 
tries, and the freedom of mass communications. 4 

4 See Fund docket, July 15 and 16, 1952, p. 3. 

The docket also suggested that: ' - 

the Fund, therefore, might make arrangements, perhaps 
through organizations like the American Civil Liberties 
Union, the National Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People, or the National Legal Aid. Society, for legal 
assistance in appropriate cases. 

- Article VI refers to all defendants, not to “appropriate cases” as 
set fortl) in the docket. Here again the intent of the Fund is clouded, 
but ijt^is clear that any activities in this area are actionable rather 
than-edueational. / 

The docket of. July 15. 16,1952, calls for additional activities which 
do not appear to be educational. Tt calls for the Fund to “make 
awards to educational institutions, that have withstood attacks upon 
academic freedom.” The docket, apparently assuming that there is 
a constitutional guarantee to specify employment, recommends 

- since the threat to the individual who holds, >or is accused of - 
holding, minority opinions—or, in some fields, to one who is . 
merely “controversial”—is the loss of his job,, the Fund could 
try to work out methods by which such persons might be sup¬ 
ported for limited periods. , ^ 

No information is given to establish what is meant by an individual 
holding a “minority opinion” or one described as “controversial” and 
what is meant by “defense of academic freedom.” 

The original incorporators of the Fund for the Republic Albert W 
Driver,Mr., Henry W. de Kosmian, Frederick W. Jaqua, William C. 
bchaab, and Gusta ve J. Soderberg, Jr., all of New York.. 

of thp Fund for the Republic, Inc., was held - 
<on December 10, 1952, with William C. Schaab acting as chairman* 
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and Frederick W. Jaqua acting as secretary. After disposing of the 
technicalities of incorporation^ the three original incorporators, 
Messrs. Jaqua, Schaab and Soderberg, unanimously 1 elected as mem- 
bers-directors the following persons selected by Robert M.: Hutchins: 

yJames Brownlee, business executive, Fairfield, Conn. „ 

Malcolm H. Bryan, president', Federal Reserve,Bank, Atlanta, Ga. 
Huntington Cairns, lawyer, author, offfcer of National Art Galley, 
— Washington, D. C. , - v ... \’ ( "v J * 

Charles W. Cole, president,'Amherst College, Amherst, Mass., 

- Russell L. Dearmont, attorney, St. Louis,'Mo. . v _ - 

Richard J. Finnegan, consulting editor, Chicago Sun Times/ 

Chicago,Ill. ' 1 

, Erwin N. Griswold, clean, Law School ? Harvard University, 

- Cambridge, Ma^s. tv : ~ j ‘ ' j * 

William H. Joyce, Jr-., chairman of the board, Joyce, Inc., 

Pasadena, Calif. ^ 

v _Meyer Ivestnbaum, president, Hart, Schaffner & Marx, Chicago, 
Ill* * , 

y M. Albert Linton, chairman of the board, Provident Mutual Life 
* Insurance Co., Philadelphia, Pa. ' > ' * 

Juba! Richard/Parten,^-president, Woodley Petroleum Co., 
Houston, Tex_ : ‘ " ^ ^ 

Following these elections, each of the original incorporators resigned 
and were replaced by: " y. 

- David F. Freeman. ^ 

Elmo Roper. Elmo Roper & Associates, New York, N. Y. 

George N; Sinister, president, Hunter College, New York, N. Y. 
Eleanor Bumstead Stevenson, Oberlin, Ohio/ 

James D. Zellerbach, president, Crown Zellerbach Corp., San 
Francisco, Calif. , 

_ Paul G* Hoffman, president and director of the Ford Founda¬ 
tion, was present at the organization meeting* and acted as its adviser. 
On the suggestion of Mr. Hoffman, the Fund created a planning com- ; 
mittee^jvvhich consisted of Messrs. Erwin N. Griswold, chairman, 
Brownlee, Cairns, Cole, Linton, Roper, and Shuster. * 

In addition to advising the newly elected board of directors, Paul 
Hoffman was apparently discussing with them the possibility of his 
contemplated resignation from the Ford Foundation and his desire to 
rear the Fund. At a meeting of the board of tire Foundation on Febru¬ 
ary ,4, 1053, Hoffman, before discussing v his resignation from the 
Foundation', advised that the board of the Fund had suggested that 
lie serve as chairman of its board. The trustees interposed no objection 
to Hoffman's accepting chairmanship. . They agreed/to consider 
additional appropriations for the /Fund at their next meeting. 
This meeting was held at Pasadena,-Calif.,- on'February 23-26, 1953. 
This meeting resulted in an additional appropriation, which brought 
the total grant to the Fund for the Republic to $15 million. * 

Theresolution bf the trustees, after setting forth as a condition of 
the grant the obtaining of tax exemption by the Fund, further 
provided:. — x ^ \ , 

If the Fund shall at any time lose its tax-exempt status 
* within the provisions of said section 101 ((>)., as amended, as 
. determined by final judgment of a court of competent juris¬ 
diction, the Fund shall promptly on request of the Founda¬ 
tion pay over to the Foundation the balance of the amount- 
of the above gi ant $15 million then held by-the .Fund, less 
^ , an amount necessary to pay or provide for the then liabilities 
of* the Fund, and provided that if at any time*the Fund 
receives a ruling that it p has losf its tax-exempt status it will ' 
not, pending any appeal! and except as otherwise agreed with 
the* Foundation; make ally new commitments until the ques¬ 
tion as to its tax-exempt status is'disposed of. 5 ' * 


6 Exemption application:;March £(>, 1953 (Notea'to financial statement). 

In.order to obtain the objective facts the committee requested-the 
reports of theFund’s planning committee. One report was supplied 
by the Fund before invoking the Watkins decision of the Supreme 

i L 
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Court. “Planning (Committee Working Paper No. fk” was apparently 
the basis of the Fund’s letter to the Foundation of January 29, 1953. 
From it we are able to learn the intent (if the Fund, as this intent 
involves the six areas of Fund inquiry. The planning* committee dis¬ 
cussed these areas as follows: 

The Size , Nature and Location of the Internal Communist Menace 

In the present state of the world and of the country, the internal Communist 
menace may well be the greatest potential threat to the legacy of American 
liberty Experience shows that the success of a Communist movement would 
mean the end of liberty as we have heretofore known it. One of the important 
means of protecting our heritage of liberty may be found in protection from the 
menace of communism On the other hand, the Communist threat may be exag¬ 
gerated. If we are not careful in the steps we take to protect ourselves from 
communism, we may seriously damage the very liberties we are trying to preserve. 

In the consideration of this problem, therefore, it appears to be important to 
undertake to determine the extent and effectiveness of existing subversive activ¬ 
ities by the Communist I'arty and allied groups, and to examine the areas where 
these activities occur, and the methods used within those areas, both in Govern- 
meat or private institutions, which are most sensitive to such influences. The 
examination might also include consideration of means to oppose these influences 
without sacrifice of basic and traditional American liberties. 

Restrictions on Academic Freedom 

Academic jfreedom is a broad term, sometimes carelessly and loosely used. It 
is really broader than a merely academic matter, for the same freedom should 
apply to a.newspaper reporter, or any other person who is in good faith seeking 
to find and to report the truth. Progress has not been made in the past through 
conformity, and influences which unduly restrict independence of mind and dis¬ 
courage novel ideas can be a serious restriction on our progress as well as on 
our liberties. 

For the purposes of the Fund, this field will include such matters as the 
influence of investigations on the activities ami affiliations of teachers, restric¬ 
tions on such activities and affiliations, loyalty oaths for teachers, censorship 
. of books and curricula, restrictions of similar sorts on lecturers and scientists 
and others engaged in developing and expressing ideas. 

Due Processed Equal Piotection of the Law 

One of the oldest rubrics in the development of our civil liberties is the 
basic idea of “due process of law.” In more recent years, particularly since this 
phrase was included in the Constitution of the United States and of nearly all 
of the States, legal development as to the nature of this protection has been 
considerable! However, public acceptance of the responsibility for maintaining 
due process !of law has sometimes lagged behind the standards set by the law. 

Specific topics which might be covered in this area would include investigation 
into the existence and extent of unlawful police methods, including the third 
degree and unlawful search and seizure. A related topic would-be the extent 
to which wiretapping may be a proper means of police investigation, and the 
safeguards which should be required. Other closely related areas would include 
the rights of witnesses in quasi judicial proceedings, including the availability of 
counsel, and opportunity for cross examination, the availability of qualified 
counsel for indigent defendants, or defendants' against whom indignation runs 
high Other topics would include the use and misuse of the privilege against 
self-incrimination, and the extent to which the basic guarantees of due process 
and equal protection may be adversely prejudiced by the correlative guarantee of 
freedom of |the press, including the question whether new standards of re¬ 
sponsibility for the press might be developed which would safeguard its essential 
freedom and yet maintain effectively the fundamental rights of accused persons. 

The Protection of the Rights of Minorities 

Much of the history of the struggle for human liberty involves the protection 
of the rights of minorities. The tyranny of the majority has often been a sad 
reality, and one of the reasons for having constitutional provisions such as our 
Bill of Rights is to provide a firm legal basis for the protection not only of 
individuals, but also of members of minority groups. Although much progress 
has been made in this area, much remains to be done. 

Activities in this area might relate to such matters as equal voting privileges, 
the treatment of religious groups, the treatment of enemy aliens and conscientious 
objectors in time of national emergency, discrimination in public and private ac¬ 
commodations, equal opportunities for employment, education, housing, and 
recreation, and special problems presented by our Indian population, on and off 
reservations: 

i 

Censorship, Boycotting, and Blacklisting Actirities by Private Groups 
At various {times in the past, blacklists, and boycotting, and private censorship 
have been used as economic or political weapons. This is a peculiarly difficult 
and important area, because such action is ordinarily private. It is, therefore, 
often difficultj to determine the existence of such actions, their extent, and their 
influence. It] is also very hard to devise means of controlling such activity, even 
though it may result in a very serious interference with individual liberty. 

This area might include an impartial examination of censoring, blacklisting, 
and boycotting by persons, publications, organizations ■ and civic groups, par¬ 
ticularly in the fields of education and entertainment. An assessment might also 
be made of the extent to which commercial enterprises controlling public opinion 
and entertainment, are subject to intimidation, and the extent to which this may 
be an impairment of indi\ idual freedom. 
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ho Priucipic a n<1 A pp 1 ica 1 ion, of 0ifilt hy A xxociation. 

One of Hie principles which has been hammered out during*the course of our 
/ v history has been individual responsibility before the law. Ordinarily, a person 
is subject to criticism or condemnation only for what he has done himself, .and 
nbt for what has been done by others with whom'he may at some time have been 
associated. In recent times, however, there has been a recrudescence of tlie'gen- 
^/enil notion of guilt by association The extent of its application should be ascer¬ 
tained, an<l consideration should'he given to means to combat the impainifent of 
individual liberty which is involved. / ^ ' » 

This field includes A consideration of recent Federal, .State, and/local legisla¬ 
tion w hich makes it a crime to be a member of certain Organisations or which re¬ 
quires certain organizations to register. (The Hatch Act.',the Smith Act and 
similar provisions in the McCarran Internal Security Act of 1050 and,the McCar- 
ran-Walter Immigration Act of 1052 ) .It also includes judicial decisions inter¬ 
preting such legislation; .executive action such as the Attorney General’s list of 
, Subversive Organizations and Congressional reports such a§ those of the Un- 
American Activities Committee. ’ ’ * f , 

’ With the exception of that area relating to the “Righta-pf Minori 7 
ties 7 ’, most areas in some way involve the Communist Party, of the 1 
United States, its members, supporters, and organizations. It appears, 

' thad if there had never been a .Communist Party of the .United States, 
there,wohld have’been no need for a Fund for the Republic. - ‘ , 

In the area “due process of law” the planning committee was in¬ 
terested in,,unlawful police methods, and tlie rights,of witnesses in 
quasi judicial proceedings.' Within,.these two broad categories the 
t Fuild claimed an interest in jthe use and misuse ( of the privilege; 
against self-incrimination. In August/1953, Clifford ; P ; . Case, former , 
Congressman from New Jersey, became president of the Fund. -After; 
becoming president, the Fund'received through* President Case, sev-, 
eral proposals relating to due process of law and communism. \SeveraV 
of these proposals were rejected by .President Case 'ancl his rejection 
confirmed by the directors af a meeting,of November 18,4053:, Those 
rejected were, a study of the adequacy of existing legal - sanction' 

, against Communists or Communist activity, and a study of the fifth* 
amendment to be conducted by a { leading law> school. v Xn spite of the 
v Fund’s program they; were rejected'as not having’sufficient* impact 
to - warrant .undertaking. A proposal, to ^compile in popular form, 
ways in which .Communists abuse due process and the advantage of 
democratic procedures, N while«cpnsidere.d to be useful hy the Board, • 
have never materialized' On the other hand, a reprint of speeches ; 
by £ Erwin N. Griswold, chairman of the "planning committee, was 
/ widely distributed to the, bar and JFederal bench. These speeches 
on the other hand, defended the use of the fifth amendment. 

Tlie area of inquirydescribed as “censorship, boycotting, and black¬ 
listing activities by private groups” is both a sebond inquiry into that. 
which the Fund describes as actidemic freedom^plus the absolute right 
to employment in the field of entertainment. The. same questions 
again arise, namely, how caiTthe Fund determine the right which a 
Communist Party member has to employment' inthese fields, if it does 
riot* first study the aims and objectives of the Communist Party? The 
committee staff can prove that tlie Funds project into this subject of 
} blacklisting was not “an impartial examination.” We shall also* prove, 
through the testimony of the project director, together; with/evidence, 
obtained by the committee, that theproject and the project report, 
whether by design or accident, had the effect of strengthening the posi- 
i tion of the Communist Party members engaged in the.field of enter? 
tainment. This position of the Fund was taken prior to completion of 
studies into the menace of communism, or the lack'thereof, which the . 
Fund itself claimed to be so,necessary to its operation. To remove a 
ComnuinisPconspirator from the entertainment industry is blacklist¬ 
ing,, so testified John Ctoglev. 'The'Fund condemns" blacklisting, so 
declared jFmid President* Robert; M. Hutchins. Therefore the Fund ' 

- condemns the filing of bojth. Communist entertainers and Communist 
teachers. Certainly an activity which disqualified the Fund of its tax 
exemptions. ' / ' ■ p 

Conspiracy statutes do not exist if we read the discussion under 
“Principle and Application of Guilt by Association.” “Individual 
responsibility before the law,” is according to the planning committee 
the principle by which Americans should deal 'with the theory of over- \ 
throw of the, Government of the United States. Is this a valid posi-' 
tion in light of the knowledge which America, -> 
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possesses of the Communist Party of the United States. Granville 
Hicks, testifying before the committee, stated that every member of 
. the Communist Party was a potential espionage agent. When, then, 
will espionage by members of the Communist Party be restricted to 
individual action'? However, only through a study can the determi- 
i nation of individual action be determined and the Fund has made no 
such study. To combat impairment to individual liberty the planning 
committee proposed that the Fund give consideration to those statutes, 
intended to punish action relating to overthrow of the Government, 
and those intended to control subversive actions by organizations. 
This action was being proposed at the same time the Fund was advis¬ 
ing both the Ford Foundation and the Internal Revenue that they 
, would not engage in activities designed to effect legislation. 

To determine the Fund’s role in relationship to the internal Com¬ 
munist menace, a special committee of directors, under the chairman¬ 
ship of Elmo Roper, was formed. The committee was formed at a 
meeting of Fund directors on March 18, 1058, and was known as the 
, “Internal Communist Menace Committee”. Conceding that the study 
* of the internal Communist menace was* “like trying to measure a 
gaseous body with a rubber band”, the committee prepared and 
adopted procedures for studying the Communist menace in less’than 
- 8 weeks. 

The minutes of the Board of Directors of the Fund for April 9,1953, 
reflects that after considering the report of the Roper Committee, the 
directors approved a study of Communist infiltration in the five areas 
N mentioned in the report, together with a sixth, the publishing and 
entertainment industries. The five areas are described in the Roper 
committee report as ' 

1. A questionnaire type of study, among a large cross-section 
of the American public, from the age of 10 upward. * * *; 

2. A study of the record of confessed Communists, as well as 
of the Communist trials which have been held in various 
parts of the country; a study of what has been turned up by 
various congressional and other governmental investigations; 
a study of as much as they are willing to tell us, about what 
the FBI knows about the number and location of Commu¬ 
nists and Communist sympathizers; 3. The trade-union move¬ 
ment and of the infiltration and influence of Communists in 
that area; 4. A study of the colleges and also of the second¬ 
ary-school system in this country; and 5, A study of the ques¬ 
tion of whether or not Communists, in or out of Government, 
have had much or little to do with certain basic decisions 
which are commonly supposed to have played into the hands 
of the Communists. 

Many grants have been made by the Fund, growing out of the rec¬ 
ommendations of the Internal Communist Menace Committee, under 
the chairmanship of Elmo Roper. All of the large projects conducted 
by the Fund itself, and related to the subject of communism, have 
grown out of this committee’s recommendations. Two of the proj¬ 
ects—one related to the size and fextent of the internal Communist 
movement under project director Samuel A. Stouffer, and another 
dealing with “blacklisting" in the entertainment industry under the 
directorship of John Cogley, have been completed. Both projects' 
demonstrate that the Fund for the Republic sacrifices facts to propa-i 
ganda in dealing with the international Communist conspiracy, .and 
more particularly, the Communist Party of the United States and its 
.members and supporters. / 

COMMUNISM, CONFORMITY, AND CIVIL LIBERTY 

While the committee does not officially concern itself with ideological 
fuzzy-mindedness, we.thmk that the cloudy thinking which permeates 
some of the Fund projects is typified by the project'which lead to the 
publication “Communism, Conformity and Civil Liberty.” 
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In a memorandum to the trustees of the Ford Foundation, dated 
February 24, 1953, and signed bv Paul Hoffman as chairman of the 
Fund for the Republic, it was set forth that “A major factor affecting 
civil liberties today is the existence of communism and Communist in¬ 
fluence in this country/ 5 The trustees were further advised that the 
directors of the'Fund needed a deeper insight into the many difficult 
concepts and problems .which are encountered in the field of civil lib¬ 
erties. To obtain these insights, the directors advised that they pro-* 
posed u t.o undertake research into the extent and nature of the internal 
Communist menace and its effect on our community and institutions.” 
W e have previously set forth the position and recommendation of the 
Fund’s planning committee, also relating to the Communist menace. 
From, the planning committee, we know the details of the knowledge 
which the Fund hoped to obtain during its research. To supplement 
this, and to direct the gathering of this knowledge, the Fund appointed 
its Internal Communist Menace Committee under the chairmanship 
of Elmo Roper. Roper’s committee felt, that even if the Fund as¬ 
sumed that the FBI had an accurate account and dossier on the known 
Communists, that there would still he a necessity for their research. 
Roper’s committee apparently realized that the mere numerical 
strength of the Communist Party indicated nothing in a determina¬ 
tion of the extent to which the Communist Party threatened the secu¬ 
rity of the United States. The report stated: 

A dozen fanners in the Midwest who, for one reason or 
another, affiliate themselves with the Communist movement, 
are potentially much less harmful to the United States than 
, a dozen Communists who are active, paid agents, and who 
-have infiltrated either an important defense industry or an 
.important, governmental body. 

With this understanding, Roper’s committee was required to select 
a research technique for the purpose of obtaining the knowledge which 
the Fund stated it must have. In this connection, the report stated: 

Since people with different educational backgrounds have 
come to have more respect for one research technique than 
another, we think it advisable that we employ not one type 
of research, but as many as have achieved any considerable 
acceptance. For example, there are many who respect the 
type of research done by lawyers in preparing law cases. 
There are others who have more respect for public opinion 
' research, just as there are others who have more respect for 
the type of research done by the FBI or by a trained sociol¬ 
ogist. Therefore, we feel it advisable to approach this prob¬ 
lem from the standpoint of several, rather than one research 
technique,, and wherever the approach can be made under 
the auspices of a competent group who has prestige with a 
large segment of the public, it should be done. 

Elmo Roper, chairman of the committee, at that time was owner of 
a public opinion research company. This may have been the reason 
why the first area was set forth as “a questionnaire type of study among 
a large cross-section of the American public from the age of 16 up¬ 
ward.” We have shown through documents of the Ford Foundation, 
letters and statements to the Ford Foundation by the directors of the 
Fund for, the Republic, and from documents of the Fund itself, the 
need which the Fund stated it must have. All this documentation 
pinpointed this need as relating to the size, nature and location of 
the internal Communist menace. Further, that tins information was 
needed prior to their proceeding to fulfill their objectives. We felt 
that certainly the first project of the Fund would be to fulfill this 
objective. But let's look at* the entire text of point 1 of the Roper 
committee’s report, in order to determine what was intended when 
the Fund for the Republic hired Dr. Samuel A. Stouffer to direct 
this project which related to the size, nature, and location of the 
internal Communist menace. 

A questionnaire type of study among a large cross section 
of the American public, from the age of 16 upward. We 
would deliberately use a large sample—perhaps 25,000—so 
that the maximum number of breakdowns could be made. 
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A coirifnittee would be set up, consisting of a public opinion 
s researcher, a psychologist, a sociologist, a lawyer,'and per- , 

haps an anthropologist to devise a questionnaire which 
would be'thoroughly tested, j In this study-we would at- v 
tempt to discover, what people js attitudes /are toward the key 
areas ifi whith the Communist ideas differ from those of 
' democrats. Not only, would we attempt to learn people’s at¬ 
titudes toward. Russia and world communism, but we'would, 

' attempt to learn how far the .Communist philosophy, and 
"l possibly the fear of it, has crept into people’s beliefs about 

various economic,' political, and sociological matters. We 
would also try to get some appraisal of the public’s idea of 
the. extent of the Communist* menace—whether they feel 
they personally know any Communists: whether they feel 
, there are any, in their own town or their county: whether 
they think the teaching profession is half Communist or, 10 
percent Communist, or 1 percent; the siim'e for labor unions 
and other groups. We would, in short, attempt to learn just 
how many of which groups of people have accepted which 
C ^ parts of the Communist doctrine on the one hand^ and- at 
the same time get at the current folklore about communism 
and/ari appraisal of the public’s feeling about the nature 
and size of the menace. We would break these results down 
by age groups* geographic area, size of place, economic level, 
national and religious background. 

It is premature to set, down names, but a suggested ad- ' 

, visory committee could have a respected public opinion re¬ 
searcher suclr as Dr. Clyde Hart of the University of 
Chicago, or Doctor Samuel Stouffer of Harvard, or Dr. 
Paul Lazarfeld of Columbia, a respected physiologist such 
as Dr. Frack Irwin of the. University .of Pennsylvania, a , 
sociologist such as Deo Cottrell of Cornell, etc. Obviously,' 
there are other people equally qualified. 

The results from such 'a study might turn out to be dra¬ 
matic. For all we know how, a majority of our people may 
feel there! are a million'card-carrying Communists in the 
. United States, whereas the F. B. I. may .be .equally sure 
there are! 25,000. For all we know now, a majority of our 
% people may believe that there are 25 million adults in the 
United States who would like to see'private ownership of 
all property abolished. . And our survey may show this 
number to be closer to 250,000. There may* in short, be 
rather wide differences between what our people genuinely 
believe in a selected list of questions about their political, ^ 
economic and sociological beliefs and what most of us think 
' they believe. 

On MajOlS, the directors approved* Dr. Samuel A. Stouffer as 
director of the research described above. By September Stouffer s 
project was no longer referred to as an effort to determine either the 
'^size,-nature or location of the internal Communist menace. It was 
merely a “attitude survey”. At the meeting of the directors on Sep¬ 
tember 10, it was reported by Mr. Roper that the special committee on 
attitude survey would shortly hold its first meeting. Prior to the 
forming of the committee and its holding its first meeting, Dr. 
Stouffer engaged in'considerable research and consultation in order 
to learn the variables which would be most important and most 
1 feasible in studying attitudes toward communism, and toward means 
of combating it, Stouffer consulted with Raymond A. Gauer,,Louis 
Harris, Herbert Hyman, Marie Jahoda, M. -Brewster Smith, and 
Shirley A/Starr. " s 

We find that from September of'105:1 until March of 1054, four 
drafts of a questionnaire were prepared, sampled and either discarded' 
or modified before arriving at a questionnaire which was submitted to 
the Fund for the Republic on March 22, 1054. 

The committee staff does not possess^ the first four drafts, and so we 
, are unable to study the type of questions which were discarded. With¬ 
out the results of the test samplings, we are also unable to report the 
reasons questions were discarded by’Dr. Stouffer and his committee 
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as not being adequate. We do know that much of what the committee 
on the interna] Communist menace hoped to learn as the results of the 
questionnaire, was not learned because no questions were included in 
the final questionnaires 

A budget of $107,000 was approved' by the Fund for the Republic 
for this project. A survey among roughly 5,000 citizens was con¬ 
ducted by two national public opinion research organizations, and 
the findings of the Fund for the Republic were released by the Fund 
in the form of a book “Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties/ 5 r 
authored by the project director, Samuel A. Stouffer. 

The Internal Revenue regulations relating to tax-exempt organi¬ 
zations, tend to'extempt from consideration of propaganda occasional 
writings and speeches.. The Fund for the Republic has utilized this 
exemption to occasional writings-and speeches, as a vehicle to carry 
out much .of its. activities. When the Fund has been'challenged for 
either false or faulty findings, it has dodged its responsibility by stat¬ 
ing that the views expressed are not the views of the Fund, but the 
views of the author. The Fund has therefore apparently guided its 
child through the commission of a crime, only to disinherit and dis¬ 
claim him when he is apprehended. We shall demonstrate this activity 
more clearly in dealing witli the Fund projectblacklisting. 

We have seen above what the Internal Communist Committee 
sought when it approved the project under the chairmanship of Dr. 
Stoufi'er. When we compare this with the findings, which is Dr. 
Stoulfer’s book, we must realize that great changes were made. Did 
we find in the original report questions relating to “Are civic leaders 
more tolerant than other people 55 ; “How tolerant is the new genera¬ 
tion”; “Do women have viewpoints differing from men ?” “How far 
does the Communist threat account for intolerance or non-conform¬ 
ists?” The key area described by Roper’s Committee* was the one 
in which the Communist ideas differ from those of democrat^. It 
also desired to learn how far the Communist philosophy had crept 
into people’s beliefs about various economical, political and socio¬ 
logical matters. What caused the change, and what was the Fund 
attempting .to establish in preparing the final draft of its question¬ 
naire? We believe that the Fund, through the final draft of the 
questionnaire, was attempting to first, establish that the feeling of 
the American people toward the Communist Party and Communist 
Party members was motivated by fear. Failing to find this, toler¬ 
ance towards non-conformists, principally members of the Commu¬ 
nist Party, but including atheists and socialists, was selected to sup¬ 
port those who opposed the denial of employment to Communist 
Party members in our schools, colleges and yes, even the Federal 
Government. We feel that the closing paragraph of the Stouffer 
Committee report, together with the nature of the questions includ¬ 
ing the questionnaire and Dr. Stouffer’s analysis of the tabulations 
prove this charge. The last paragraph of the report rendered the 
Stouffer-directed committee reads as follows: 

The committee [Stouffer’s] believes that this proposed 
study if carried out with skill and thoroughness, can be of 
great importance in aiding our understanding of problems 
basic to the mission of the Fund for the Republic. A note of 
sober caution, nevertheless, is in order. Nobody can guar¬ 
antee in advance that all that we might hope for from such a 
study can be accomplished. In some of its objectives it may 
fall short. But it has been prepared with conscientiousness, . 
and every question included has been weighed carefully as to 
its possible utility in the final analysis, although the pur¬ 
pose of some of the questions may not seem obvious at first 
glance. Criticism may be expected. The Committee has 
sought to avoid personalities (except* for symbolic figures 
such as the President and the head of the FBI) and to avoid 
the details of current political party controversies. While 
we have tried always to be discreet, we have not dodged 
inquiries necessary for a better understanding of attitudes 
which may have far-reaching consequences m America . 0 

fi Report to the tuiul from Special Committee on Attitude Survej, March 22. 1954. 
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( _me p uilU Idr/ die Republic. The end product 

t was not distributed to the American people as a tax-exempt enterprise, 
but rather was made available to the American people through" a 
book. If the .American people were to be educated # by this survey, it 
was necessary for them to purchase the book at the cost oh $4 per copy. 
From the document of the Fund for the Republic, including its com¬ 
mittees, we have shown what the Fund for the Republic desired to 
know with respect to the extent of the 1 internal Communist menace. 
We have further shown through the Stouffer Committee document 
and the document of the Roper Committee how this original,intent 
‘was modified to a point where only-by tracing the sources couldj we 
establish the relationship between the original-proposal andthe end 
product. , ' - \ ' * ^ • . v ‘ , 

, Professor Stouffer and his book sets forth,tliat the survey was 
intended to examine the depths of the reactions of Americans,to,two 
'/ dangers. (1) “From the; Communist, conspiracy, outside adid inside < 
the country,” and (2) “from those who in thwarting the conspiracy, 

\ would sacrifice some of me very liberties which the enemy would 
i destroy.” Rather than .what was originally intended of the survey, ’ 
Professor Stouffer tells, us that liis survey dealt with .“imagined 
provocation,” “state of pathological fear,” and whether or not the , 

; images about Communists, which people carry in' their heads, 'are 
related to the willingness to deprive “othernonconformists,” who, are 
^ not necessarily Communists,.of civibrights.' ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Professor Stouffer tells us on page 24 of his book, that he.was pos- 
: Messed with a bias, although he does not explain the nature of the bias. 

To cover up those instances where his bias showed,* Professor;Stouffer 
1 wrote “The, author has tried earnestly to be objective—to keep his own 
.convictions about the dangers of assaults./by both Communists and 
anti - Com m uni s ts upon the dignity and’ freedom of the human spirit 
from coloring his judgment as an analyst and reporter.”" Where his 

* bias does show, Professor Stouffer asked his readersTo “supply your 
/ own correction factors in*interpretation.” To expose the bias uncov- 

* ered by the committee would require a document consisting of as many 
, pages as Professor Stouffer s* book, but we shall examine a few. . 

\ r ' The survey was conducted among 4,93*3 .residents* of the United 
•States over age lt>.„ Included in the 4,933 were' 1,500’civicheaders. , 
The civic leaders ^comprised union officials, presidents of chambers/ 

* of commerce,- elected city * or county officials and the presidents of 
organizations such^as the D. A. R., League ofe Women Voters, and, 
the' American Legion, Fear was the. universe 'around which* the.. 

. majority of the,questions revolved. An'analysis of the questionnaire 
clearly showed that tile, questions were prepared in such a manner , 
that the suspicion of fear as a iriotivation.of action. When fear did 
not hold up, a substitute for fear was quickly injected. Because tlie ‘ 
subject of fear started the questionnaire, even the'very first question, 
fear of communism fell fiat by question 4, when it was found that only' 

3 percent of the people surveyed expressed a fear of communism. Tol¬ 
erance and intolerance was then substituted as* the Fund’s universe, 
and thisMs^the,theme.of, ProfessoiyStoutfer s book. According/to the 
Fund for the Republic, through its project director, Professor Samuel 
A/ Stouffer, an American'is tolerant or intolerant, depending upon his * 

\ views of the rights which he would accord to sdci^ists, atheists,-(Com¬ 
munists and a fourth category of individuals described as “a man' 
whose loyalty has been questioned before li congressional committee, 
but; who swears under oa^i he has never been a Communist.” ' 

The committee investigators, in reviewing the records of congres-’ 
sional committees, cannot visualize a witness who fits the category de¬ 
scribed in the* fourth category. The survey did not attempt to define ) 
this individual, and it must-be assumed jthat those who answered the! ", 
question were’* as confused as are we. In the main, the^q uesti onn a ire, 
asks of each of these four categories whether they should he permitted 
to make a speech in the community, whether a book they iVrote should J , 
be^iremoved from the public library, or if they should be. fired’if they 1- 
happened to be teaching in,a high school, college or university. 4 With / , 
respect.to the ^Communists, dr the; individual whdse loyalty was ques- u 
tioned, the questionnaire sought to learn also whether dr not either or : 
both categories should be fired if;they were employed.as a radio^singer; • 
and whether or not, if they were on a sponsored prdgram, the respond- 
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ent would stop buying the product of the spohsor. Also included in 
the questionnaire restricted to the Communists, were questions which 
related to the revocation of American citizenship, putting an admitted 
* Communist in jail, tapping private telephones in order to get evidence 
against Communists, and severing a friendly relationship with an 
individual who was either a Communist 10 years ago.but was not 
today, or one who had been a Communist until recently. Also in¬ 
cluded in the pattern of tolerance and- intolerance was the question 
as to whether or not it is a “good idea or a bad idea for people’to 
report to the FBI aiiy neighbors or acquaintances whom they suspect 
of being Communists?** It is in.chapter 2 that Professor Stouffer 
• engages in his first bit.of sleight-of-hand. On page 45, after setting 
forth the question relating to reporting to the FBI, Professor Stouffer 
after placing his own analysis on the answer to the question, makes 
reference to the fact that the respondents were handed a card and 
were asked which, in their opinion, of the two statements printed on 
the card were the more important. “To find out all the Communists, 
even if some innocent people should be hurt,” or “to protect the rights 
of innocent people, even if some Communists are not found out”. 
Because these questions followed immediately after that relating to 
the FBI, it is implied these questions or statements refer to reporting 
suspected Communists to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. How¬ 
ever, these two statements were used in the questionnaire with respect 
to investigation by congressional committees. If we look at the com¬ 
plete questionnaire, filed as an appendix to Professor Stouffer’s book, 
we can see the loaded nature of the questions relating to congressional 
committees and beeomq convinced that these two statements were 
thrown in as the last straw to find some expression from the American 
- people which would closely approximate the position with respect 
to congressional committees held by Professor Stouffer. 

The Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation lias repeatedly 
acknowledged that the work of congressional committees investigat¬ 
ing Communism has supplemented the work of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, yet the question was asked whether the respondent 
thought that “these committees are actually making it harder for the 
FBI to catch Communists.” And while 4,933 respondents were asked 
this question, only the responses “from those who acknowledged an affil¬ 
iation with either the Republican or Democratic Parties was made 
public in the report, and the report acknowledges that the percentages 
used refer only to less than one-half of the respondents. On top of 
this, the same treatment was given to other questions relating to con¬ 
gressional committees such as “Are these committees as much inter¬ 
ested in getting publicity and votes as m protecting the country from 
the Communist threat ?” 


In the “suggested procedures for studying the size and extent of 
the internal Communist menace”, the Roper Committee acknowledged 
that certain people distrusted findings obtained by public opinion 
‘surveys. This is primarily because the questions can be worded or 
arranged to obtain the desired results. Ambiguous questions such 
as those used by Professor Stouffer assist this objective. Take the 
Fund survey questions: “Consider a man whose loyalty has been ques¬ 
tioned before a congressional committee; but who swears under oath 
he has never been a Communist, should he be allowed to make a 
speech in your community, or not?” Does the fact that he denies that 
he ever was a Communist establish his loyalty? Even with such an 
anonymous description the survey also asked if somebody suggested 
his book be removed from the library, would the respondent favor re¬ 
moval?” Also, should he be fired from his employment as a “high 
school” or “college” teacher, “defense plant,” “shoe clerk,” or “radio 
ginger?” Answers to these questions, as confused its'the .subject of 
them is, were used in determining the tolerance or intolerance of the 
respondents. Only by reading a series of articles in Look magazine 
by Professor Stouffer, and published prior to his book, do we learn 
x that “whoseloyalty has been questioned ” 7 means simply that he was 


7 Look magazine. March 22 and April 5, lOoo 

accused of being a Communist. How much more accurate would the 
questions have been if a questionnaire would have read: ‘‘Consider a 
man who-was accused of being a Communist but \vho> swears under 
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oath he has never been, should he te allowed to make a speech in your 
community?” Would the percentage willing to permit him to speak 
he higher than the 70 percent reported by the- Fund? We feel sure it 
would. An honest wording would have made .more understanding 
Professor Stonffer’s statement: “In other words, man accused of 
. being a Communist ■,is granted a greater degree of freedom, to talk 
than is a man opposed to religion?” . ' ■ ~ r 

* v - Prof essor/Stouffer found thatv“the American public is clearly not 
- quivering with fear and anxiety.” However, his book makes the lhost 
of all opportunities to exaggerate restriction on freedom. The survey " s 
showed that 87 percent of the respondents felt free to speak their 
minds. Of the 13 percent \vho*did not feel as free, S percent of the 
f community leaders or 10 individuals expressed much concern over this 
, Restriction. Almost an entire chapter is built around these ten,,with 
1 seven being quoted. Seven individuals out of 4,938 are used to exhibjt 
', a climate of fqar which Professor Stouffer, himself; found not to exist! 
Political interest of the American people in respect ta Communism 
was also studied. “Inflated” was Professor Stouffer’s findings when 
—11 percent answered very closely, 45 percent fairly closely, ‘and 44 
percent hardly at all, k to the question, of how closely' they followed * 

_ news relating to qommumsm. “Occasionally” was the fourth part of 
the-question according to the questionnaire. Its was dropped .from ,, 
the reported results. In which of the three categories did lie-place the 
respondents answering occasionally. Was it “fairly closely” or 
-“hardly at all”? While this'is of little importance this play, with 
figures, questions the accuracy of H>fher presentations! It compares 
. , withjJie technique of showing a political apathy by reporting, not 1 
that 70 percent of the respondents were'able to name a Congressman 
^ or Senator, taking a leading part in the investigations of Communism, 
but by reporting that 30 percent could not. / , 

The number of respondents to the.Fund survey are listed as 4,933. 

Yet when Wexamine Stouffer’s .records we find an inconsistency even 
in this.y On page 55 of the Stouffer book, the number'bf respondents^ 
are listed 'by “time of interview.” In totaling the case, we arrive hot 
. 4,933 blit- 4,882. On page 89, the respondents are broken down into 

age groups foV the purpose of establishing tolerance, or lack thereof, 
by age. Ruptqng the range from 21 to 60 and over the, number of * 
cases are reported not as 4,933, or 4,882, but 2,768. On page 90, the 
respondents are broken down into educational level from College - ' 
graduates down to and, including some grade school. While its fore- 
seeable that some respondents had no schooling, its inconceivable that ^ 
only 2,f63 of 4,933 did have. With oiily a little more than half of, 
the respondents included in the statistics, how can one judge^the ac-. 
curacy of the findings relating toAolerance based on age and educa- 
) tion. It will'be recalled that this confusion in part was dealt, with 
in an editorial which appeared in the Saturday Evening Post. The 
same editorial which according to President Hutchins of the Fund, ?is 
f characteristic of the times that the Saturday Evening'Post has said - 
editorially that tliife study shows the dangers of education” s ! 

- — ^ 1 _ : / . / 

- ‘‘/Thp Berea Aluminas. October 1955 Speech befoi e graduating class, June 1955. 

The numbers game is again played on page 181, where there is set' 
forth “in the national cross-section of 4,033 cases, there were' 158 
cases or 3 percent wlip claimed to have known a self-admitted or self- 
: proclaimed Communist.” Compare these figures with those set forth 
.only two pages later, when in dealing with the 1,500 community lead¬ 
ers, less'than one-third of the 4,933 which comprised the cross-section, 
,^11 percent or 166.9 said they had known a self-admitted or self- 
proclaimed .Communist.' ’ ~ ■ 

Many other examples could be presented of Professor Stouffer’s in¬ 
dulgence of fraud by numbers. The principal question to ask is what 
1 was to be gained by these misrepresentations. . Professor Stouffer 
admitted he was biased but claimed he'had controlled- this bias,' at 
least to the extent of the original questionnaire or the analysis of tlie 
results: Most of the intolerant people are good wholesome Americans, 
writes Stouffer;- As to why they are then .intolerant,, Stouffer-finds, ' 
“many of them, as;we have seen in this book, are simply drawing quite' 

• , « l V * N 
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normal and logical^ inferences from'premises which are false.because 
/ the information .on which the premises are based is false:” Several 
apparent examples of this are given by Stouffer. * - / 

- When, for example,*national figures, say^atly^ that’ o;ur *, 
schools amfeoljeges are full of teachers of atheistic commu- 
, nism, can ayo blame an average citizen who has ho first.hand 
*l , access to the facts if he comes to think a purge of the educa- • r 
tional system mhy be necessary. 

. Professor Stouffer must certainly have been hiding his first-hand ' 
facts from the Fund for the Republic because they "commissioned, 
hundreds of thousands of dollars on such educational projects as “Fear v > 
in Education.” Professor Stouffer was commissioned to determine 
the size, mature and extent of-the Communist menace. Instead he per- 

* verted-the study to what he described ,hv“Look”' as a determination 

k of “What is on the mind of the American Pepple? / What’are they r 
thinking about, worried about, cpncerned about? We asked oiir cross 
o ' section of America.” He found that they disliked communism and 
; everything which comprised the Communist conspiracy? Stouffer ■ 

, then writes: , / • * ‘ \ _ ( ' ’ - 

, When politicians for partisan advantages exaggerate^the 
current spread of. the Communist conspiracy, can Ave blame ' 

' an ordinary person for .supporting drastic measures to stop ~ 
the supposed conversion to Communism of people in key po¬ 
sitions in Washington or in our foreign service, armed forces, 
or defense plants? r - < , * 

Is J. Edgar Hoover s statement such as his testimony before the 
/ House Appropriations Committee an example of exaggeration: 

Factual data compiled by the Bureau daily through its > *' * 

*. counterintelligence operations clearly portrays the interna-i 
tional Communist movement as the greatest menace free, 

• civilization has ever found. ^ > 'V ‘ 1 

Stouffer, presents no evidence that tlie Communist Party lias de t 
serted its policy qr object of conversion, and he cannot believe'it lias. 
As for key positions in Washington, as he describes them, they have 

* no place in his book. ’He ^inquired about Communists in Govern- 
meht or defense plants. He did not distinguish between the janitor* 

s or head of a department of, a government'agency*. Tn defense plants, 
he did not distinguish between positions or the degree ,of secrecy 
!which surrounded the contacts upon which the. Communists worked. 
Compare'this' Avith Newsweek’s’ “A Measure of Feaf” in the issue of 
May 9, 1955. .Newsweek quotes Stouffer “* * * I Avouldn’t! allow a 
Communist near a college faculty^aixFBcertainly would not let one 
get into a defense plant”. ^ ' * *. ( . . ,l \ . , 

Stouffer also played down tlie fact that a large percentage of respon- 1 

* dents approved congressional investigation of communism. Toinini- 
mize his findings,, he selected political affiliation only, rather than, 
cross-sectional figures in dealing with many .questions'relating to com¬ 
mittees or the FBI. Other'questions relating to committees and their 
procedures ami operations, he elected to conceal completely. . Part of 

v reaso fi s .given by Stouffer for this position on, the ]Wt of the 

people is: f t / . . * V ' ( 

^ People who don’t like 1 the felloAV who’pushes others about ^ 1 

-in a croAvd, or who edges around ahead of others in a line, or, 

A\dio beats’up, somebody Avenker than himself} may still ap- - r 
^prove tactics tliat p<tke advantage of witnesses. ' 

Are committees exposing'communism, motivated: by truth? Stouffer 
infers that they rare not. Without£ proof, lie writes, “While nobody 
likesni liar, Some of the public has to learn that, Communist conspira- , 
tors are* not, tlie only liars.” He then describes the other liars,* “those ' 
s who eAhke the public’s emotions through exposing or claiming to 
expose Communists, sometimes also trifle with theJtruth ” * 

Professor Stouffer listed certain suppositions all related to fear! such 
as 4 climate which has been created in our public service which is un 7 
necessarily preventing loyal citizens, whose skills aVe needed, from 
serving tlifexcountry effectively or from serving it;at all’*’; or “research 
and development program which must keep us ahead of Russia in 
-weapons' race may be lagging because .of such unnecessary harass- 
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ment , or “foreign-service officers were afraid to tell Washington un¬ 
pleasant truths in their dispatches for fear of future persecution 5 ’; 
were set forth to indicate that if the people believed these things their 
answers would be different. That these suppositions or the questions 
included in the questionnaire were not necessarily to be related to the 
truth is confirmed by Stouffer. “The function of this book is not to 
state whether facts alleged in these questions are true, or only partly, 
true, or false", Stouffer then declares that the overwhelming majority 
of the public do not even know that such allegations, such as those to 
which we have referred, are being made. 

Stouffei; gave as an example at point that, “when asked to describe in 
their own words the good things and bad tilings [two separate ques¬ 
tions in survey] which congressional investigating committees have 
done, only 14 people out of 4.944 in our cross-section mentioned any 
" of these allegations ” None of the “good things' 5 are even hinted at by 
the author. And even in this connection we have a descrepancv. In 
his “Look" article Stoufler raised the 14 to 20 and pinpointed the alle¬ 
gations. He wrote in Look magazine. “Only 20 out of almost 5,000 
people volunteered any mention of matters * * * such as the treat¬ 
ment of witnesses before committees m Washington, challenges to the 
loyalty of educators and scientists, local vigilante action, etc. 55 

Professor Stouffer used his scale of tolerance to cast reflections 
oi) the Legion, V. p. W„ and D A. TL The scale of tolerance, which 
scale was based on either ambiguous or misleading questions, * was 
used to find that “the study has shown that heads of patriotic groups 
like the I). A. R. and the American Legion tend, an might have been 
predicted* to be less willing to tolerate nonconformists” Stouffer 
makes this finding in spite of the fact of his subsequent finding that 
“nearly half of the local D. A. R. regents and commanders of Legion 
posts tend ,to score in the “more tolerant group.” The educational 
levels of the veteran, not a consideration on the field of battle, is found 
by Stouffer to bc “disproportionally low." He then uses this finding 
to infer that they were permitting the Legion or V. F. W. to deceive 
them or else they, because of their low educational level, are not quali¬ 
fied to have an opinion on the heritage of America. In addition, 
becouse. their educational level is disproportionally low they are 
intolerant. 

Assisting Professor Stouffer was Gordon N. Allport. Allport can¬ 
not be considered unbiased in his approach to a study designed to de¬ 
termine the size, nature and location of the International Communist 
menace. By his public action in demanding repeal of the Me Car ran 
Act, he has declared his opposition to legislation designed to regulate 
Communist activities. By his demand for abolishment of committees 
investigating communism) he has proclaimed his disapproval of inves¬ 
tigations of Communism. These were the subject matter of the survey 
upon which Stouffer credited him with contributing memoranda and 
criticism. Needless to say, it was Allport who .favorably reviewed 
Stouffer s hook in the May 14,1955, issue of “Saturday Review.” Sev¬ 
eral other consultants to Professor Stouffer were equally biased. The 
opinions expressed by the respondents related to their economic and 
religious outlook. T he disapproval which the respondents voiced were 
reflections upon them, and therefore required challenging. 

' To counteract the intolerance which Professor Stoufler constructed 
a scale to determine, he recommended “a long-sustained program of 
public education through the press, radio and television, and more di¬ 
rect local influence, based not primarily on the negative theme of 
‘pooh-poohing’ the Communist threat but principally on the positive 
theme of the supreme importance of civil liberties, could be expected 
to have an affect.” 

While on tins subject, the committee staff desires to call attention to 
the follow ing language which appears in the law' relating to tax- 
exempt organizations: 

Tt< not mines must not inure in whole or in part to the benefit of private 
shaielioMers or individuals 

The present chairman of the board of directors is«Elmo Roper. Mr. 
Roper in 195.4, while a member of the board, but prior to his chair- 
^mansliip, nas the sole owner of a public opinion gathering company. 
He was also chairman of a committee of the directors known as the 1 
“Internal Communist Menace Committee.” 
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Roper’s committee recommended a public opinion, survey ns a 
means of carrying out a part of the Fund's announced intention to 
determine the extent/of the internal Communist menace. Samuel ,A. 
Stonffer was appointed director. At a special meeting of the directors 
held on June 16, 1953< the Stonffer project was discussed. Stonffer, 
at this meeting, expressed the desire to use ‘Roper’s company. The 
propriety of such action was resolved by the unanimous vote of*the" 
directors that, “Professor Stonffer should select another organiza,- 
tion * * Thereafter $23,110.68 was paid to Audience Research, 
Inc. (Gallup), Princeton, N. J., and $20,573.77 to Nat ional Opinion 
Research, University of Chicago. Roper’s company thereby lost an 
income of between $23,000 to $43,000. 

Over a year later the Fund a mi in decided to use a public opinion 
technique to prove its point, this time in connection with its “Fear in 
Education*' project. At a directors meeting, held on September 15, 
1054, Paul Lazarsfeld, the project director, indicated his intention to 
use Roper’s company. The directors approved the use of Roper’s 
company. Apparently the propriety of the action was questioned 
because the directors at this annual meeting of November 8) again con¬ 
sidered this employment. The minutes read: 

The hoard reaffirmed it« action, taken at the September 14 meeting, author¬ 
izing the employment of Elmo Roper’s organization in connection with the study 
of fear in education under Professor Lnzarsfeld's direction. 

$41,788.01 was paid to Roper’s firm bv the Fund for the Republic. 
Was the Fund,' with forethought, deliberately violating the law? 
This appeared to be the case until the,committee staff located an arti¬ 
cle on page 37'of the New York Times of January 17, 1055. This 
article reports that Roper's firm has changed from a single proprietor¬ 
ship to a partnership. When did the change take place and did the 
directors of the Fund know the reason for this change when thev re¬ 
affirmed the employment of Roper’s firm on November 18,1954? Was 
the change designed to circumvent the law? The propriety of this 
expenditure is questionable. I> should also be pointed out that 
Uouis Harris, the codirector of the “Fear in Education” project was 
an employee of Roper’s firm when first appointed as codirector. Also, 
that with the change^as was reported in the Times, he became a part¬ 
ner in Roper Associates. Harris’ income which was in excess of $3,000 
is not included in the $41,788.01 whirl) was paid directly to Ropers’ 
firm. 

FREEDOM AGENDA PROGRAM 

Early in 1954, Anna Lord Strauss, an official of the League of 
Women Voters, commenced informal discussion with President Clif¬ 
ford Case of the Fund. Mis. Strauss' purpose for approaching the 
Fund was to seek a grant of money to combat a “climate of fear and 
suspicion” which lias been “generated in this country by many fac¬ 
tors”. She described the factors as “the prolonged ‘cold war, re¬ 
strictive security measures, the nationwide ‘hate campaigns’, and the 

emotional strain caused by the Korean conflict.' 5 9 * 

___ \ 

ttrnipos.il of tlio Cat rip Cbnpnmti Catt Fund to tin* Fund foi the Republic. March 29 
19o4 

Apparently, because the Fund was prohibited by law to engage in 
political activities, or the'influencing of legislation, it could not appro¬ 
priate to the League of Women Voters. This was also not desirable 
because the League was on record with opinions on these subjects. 
A disinterested vehicle was needed. The Carrie Chapman Catt Me¬ 
morial Fund, Tnc., became the disinterested vehicle. 

The Carrie Chapman Catt Memorial Fund. Tnc., was incorporated 
as an educational fund on December 18, 1947. Freedom Agenda 
pamphlets identify CCCMF as a research and educational fund cre¬ 
ated by the League of Women Voters. 

After a couple of months of informal negotiation, Anna Lord 
Strauss, writing on the letterhead of the tax-exempt CCCMF, made 
a formal request of the Fund for $45,000. This money was to be used 
for the preparation of “objective and unbiased” study materials, and 
to defray expenses necessary to contact national organizations* to 
organize discussion groups, "and train their leaders. On April 1, 
the Fund appropriated $45,000 for use in community level education 
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programs concerned with relationship of individual ^freedom and na¬ 
tional security.. -s 

Anna Lore! Strauss, became .chairman of the 1 jgram which in 
June was named “Freedom Agenda”. Alfred H. Kelly, chairman of 
tlie department of history at Wavne University, became its flirector/ 
Individuals were contracted to author the basic' pamphlets to be 
used in discussions. .Alfred H. Kelly was assigned “Where 
Constitutional Liberty Came. From”. Zachariah Chafee, Jr. 0 a pro- / 
fessor at Harvard, now deceased; was assigned “Freedom of Speech 
and Press”. Jack Peltason, a professor of political science, Univer¬ 
sity of Illinois, was assigned “Constitutional Liberty and Seditious 
Activity”. Robert'K. Carr, professor of Law and Political Science, 
Dartmouth College, was assigned “The Constitution and Congres¬ 
sional Investigating Committees”. Alan Wesfcin, a teaching Fellow 
in Government, Harvard University, was assigned “The Constitution 
and Loyalty Programs”. T. V. Smith, Maxwell Professor of Citizen¬ 
ship and Philosophy. Syracuse University,avas assigned “The Bill of 
Rights and our Individual Liberties”. ' Other pamphlets such as 
“Let’s Talk About Liberty” and “How To Organize a Freedom 
Agenda Project” were also commissioned. t 

Before the pamphlets were prepared, negotiations were resumed 
with the Fund for an additional appropriation. By this time Robert 
,M. Hutchins had succeeded Clifford Caseins President. The renewed 
discussions were thereafter between Mrs. Strauss and Mr. Kelly, rep- ! 
resenting Freedom Agenda, and Mr. Hoffman and Mr. Hutchins, 
representing the Fund. The additional request of the Funds encom¬ 
passed a budget of either one year at the cost of $250,000 or 2 years ^ 
at $500,000. This budget provided that Freedom Agenda would be 
responsible for all expenses necessary. Not being acceptable to the 
Fund, x an amended request of $88,840 for 12 months,-or $133,200 for * 
*T8 months was .submitted. The primary disagreement revolved- 
around thtvdesire of Paul Hoffman to restrict the program to existing 
organizations* / < 

' On-September 13, 1954, Mrs/Strauss, in submitting the reduced 
budget, commented on this organization objective: j 

We agree with you that the most efficient means is by work- s 
ing through existing organizations. However, if this method 
, were to exclude interested persons, if outsiders were not 
encouraged to come into the planning and the leadership / 
training, we fear the result would be to underscore the lines ’ % 
of demarcation, already too apparent in many communities. 

Some cooperative groups already- exist, but they are few. 

If people can be encouraged to join together on the basis of 
ideas they hold in common, we believe they will discover 
that their points of view are not as far apart as .they think, 
and that# their differences will prove refreshing and stimu¬ 
lating to them. This was our purpose when we suggested \ 
setting up new discussion groups. * * * \ 

The above quote, plus other documents, makes evident certain as-. ' 
sumptions, (1) the Freedom Agenda programs were primarily under 
the leadership of Women Voters; and (2) the programs were hot in¬ 
tended to reaffirm the approvals expressed by the people of such * 
things as Congressional investigations of Communism, loyalty- 
security programs) removal of Communists from education, or of legis- . 
lation such as the Smith, McOarr&ri and Internal Security Acts. 

Because of the limited role assigned the Carrie Chapman Catt Me¬ 
morial Fund, the Fund appropriated not $500,000, the larger request, 
or $88,840, the smaller, but $66,|610, which jvas approved by the Fund 
director in November 1954. Additional appropriations brought the 
total appropriated up to $166,610. Toward Freedom Agenda the Fund * 
also appropriated $20,000 to the Council for Social Action of the Con¬ 
gregational Christian churches, $5,000 to the National Board of the 
YMCA, $8,000 to 1 the National Board of, the YWCA, and $4,000 to 
the Universalist Service Committee. r ' x 

As an important sidelight, we desire to point'out the threatened 
political intimidation which has resulted from these grants. Ray 
Gibbons, Director of the Council for Social Action of the Congrega¬ 
tional Christian Churches, wrote to members of the Committee on 
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Un-American* Activities’ apd inquired if the Committee was planning 
additional investigations of the Fund for theyRepublic. While ex¬ 
pressing a' hope that the Committee had no si^eh plans, he wrote to 
Congressman Gordon H. Scherer: ’ 

• \ As ybu know a number of religious agencies are nbw con¬ 
ducting projects > which .are supported by grants from the 
, , Fund for the Republics A number of representatives of 
these agencies are prepared to release a,joint’statement to 
the press and to take vigorous action with their large 
constituencies, if necessary. J * 

1 t While negotiations were going on between the Fund and the Carrie 

* Chapman Catt Memorial Fund, the League of Women Voters were 
i making their plans to provide leadership. That the Fund was arctually 

financing a project at the League of Women-Voters,, is indicated 
by a< memorandum dated June -30, 1954, from Mrs. John G. Lee, 
^League President, to “Local and State League Presidents”. Relative 
( to a League program^ on ^individual liberty”, Mi*s. N Lee wrote “*'* * 
the details which were essential for future Board planning were de¬ 
pendent on the materials being prepared by the Carrie Chapihan Catt 
^ Memorial Fund. In order to avoid confusion, it is necessary to co- 
1 'ordinate League planning with thaVof the Fund "which will make a 
major contribution to the total community effort in this field.” 

In adopting the program, the League had as its end-product a 
political action campaign. Mrs. Lee’s memorandum made two obser¬ 
vations relating to League action: ' , 

/ In adopting the national Program item on r the subject* of 
individual liberty, the Convention recognized the importance 
of thorough study of basic subject matter, working with the 
- whole-community, before the League membership attempted ; « 

to reach agreement on action oh current proposals. 

Mrs. Lee set this forth as a part of point 5 of a planning outline: 

Unithconsidetaition with; a view'to legislative positions to 
be taken by the League should come after the community job. 

* , Political activity is one of the functions of the League/ However, 
the influencing of legislation is prohibited of the Fund for the Repub-^ 

lie. T :1 - 1V ' ^ 

Ini 

Been 

ties which neither it nor the League could/lo with tax-exempt money. 
Also, the true role of the League was to be camouflaged. As Mrs. 'Lee 
wrote: * a * 

> u, 

. ’ / From the beginning, the League should be especially care-. 

r fuPto work witl/individuals and groups in the community, ' ' 
so that it will mot seem to be a Leag^ie-o^ned project/ Par-: 
ticular-care must <be taken in those,communities where Lea- 
'. v guv s have had local or state items in the field of individual 
, liberty/ because the League may already seem committed 
^ to a position. Itjs important for the League Jo approach its 
community in the role of learner rather than advocate. : ' * * 

It appears that the Freedom Agenda Program, from its inception, 
-was a campaign .intended to disguise, the role of advocates. The Com¬ 
mittee’s first realization of this comes ffonv“Commentary”, a publica¬ 
tion of the American Jewish Committee. In the January 1955 issue, 
there appeared a story “Libertarian Precepts'andSubversive Reali¬ 
ties^, by Alan F. Westi(n. The article was t based on a paper read before 
a panel in Individual Freedom ancLNatiohal Security, at,the American' 
1 optical Science Association convention in September 1954. . In 
September 1954, Westin was''preparing'his pamphlet “The Consti- 
« tution and Loyalty Programs’’ for the Freedom Agenda program. 
Being on the inside, he should have been in a position to know 

* wherefore he wrote: ^ v - v 

/ y fesue can no longer send the electorate, into a fright- ' 
e ? ie d stampede. At the community level, concern has spread . 
that our civil freedoms may have been manhandled these past 
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years; this concern is typified by the League of Women 
Voters* sponsorship of Freedom Agenda * * *. 

' “The Libertarian Precepts and Subversive Realities” is an objective 
appraisal of the civil liberties picture as the “Libertarian” should look 
at it, but does not. 

According to Westin, Libertarians understood what they were op¬ 
posed to—punishment of thoughts rather than deeds, test oaths, inves¬ 
tigations of “loyalty," blacklists for “un-American activities, etc., etc.” 
Libertarians were active, too, in defending and advancing these posi¬ 
tions.. Westin then went on to point up the three major errors of 
the libertarian concept. So.important are these to an understanding 
of Freedom Agenda, and the Fund foi* the Libertarian they are pro¬ 
duced hereafter. They are produced also to understand Westin’s 
“The Constitution and Loyalty Programs”. 

Westin wrote: 1 

Despite the apparent soundness of their principles, the luster of their letter- 
.heads, and the energy of their supporters, the years since 10*45 have marked one 
defeat after another for the libertarians in the struggle over internal security 
measures. The first issue, v Inch sharpened between 1045 and 1047, had to do 
with the nature of the threat that the Communist party posed to American so¬ 
ciety. Civil liberties theory maintained that domestic Communists belonged to 
the left fringe of American social protest, and to a radical political party that, 
though objectionable, was no worse than, if as bad as. the Siher Shirts or. 
Bmulists The correct way to deal with Communists, the argument ran, was to 
expose their errors of theory and shady practices, while solidifying our own 
theory and practice of democracy This argument was washed away in the 
flood of facts that came to light after 1045. as evidence from the Canadian Royal 
Commission, the FBI, and Congressional committees revealed the existence in 
the United States of a well-organized “conspiratorial center” manipulated from 
the Soviet Union and engaged in espionage, the fomenting of political strikes in 
defense plants, and the infiltration of sensitive positions in American public and 
private life ., 

Thus the libertarian side was defeated in its characterization of the American 
Communist party and its effort to define the ‘’political rights” of Communists in 
keeping with that characterization The second round of the great debate over 
security opened after 1047. This involved the question of whether Communist 
Infiltration of Government was peripheral, or serious and, especially, how T exten- 
, sive it had been under the New Deal With a sigh of relief,’hurried-spokesmen 
for civil liberties turned away from their qualified defenses of clouded figures 
like Carl Marzani and Harold Christoff el, to close ranks behind Alger Hiss, 
almost the personifleaton of the talented government official under New Deal 
liberalism. Here was a man of breeding and character being attacked by a self- 
confessed spy and foriner Communist who spoke from the rostrum of the nation’s 
/‘Star Chamber,” Certainly the Hiss case would turn the tide, and decency 
be reasserted. But after the facts of the Harold Ware cell in Washington had 
been bared, after the Bentley-Chambers-Weyl testimony had gone unrefuted, and 
after two successive trials had shaken,even Hiss’s last supporters, a second line 
of defense was abandoned in stunned disorder. 

Professor Owen Lattimore provided a third rallying point Here was a man 
outside government service under criticism for his “pro-communism” and his 
“influence” over American foreign policy He was not a member of the Com¬ 
munist Party, nor had he passed government secrets, internal security surely 
did not require the infringement of academic freedom and of the right to express 
bold opinions, however w rong or righ’t. But the hearings on the Institute of 
Pacific Relations held by the McCarran Internal Security Subcommittee showed 
how r Communists and fellow*-travellers had succeeded to a large extent in 
manipulating an organization whose membership included high government, 
press, and university figures—an organization, moreover, that had exerted a 
powerful influence on our Far Eastern policy After these disclosures, the 
slogan of “ordeal by slander” fell on unsympathetic ears in the nation. 

Writing of the libertarian theory and its relation to loyalty-security, 
Westin wrote: ... 

Classic libertarian theory was invoked to oppose the creation of a Federal 
loyalty program in 1047, and to criticize its continuation since that time Con¬ 
vinced that the threat of disloyalty was overstated and part of a ‘“drive for 
conformity” by the Dies-Rankin forces, many libertarians argued that govern¬ 
ment investigation was justified only in regard to unlawful conduct, not in regard 
to the “political and social beliefs” held by millions of Government employees. 
The danger of espionage, these libertarians stated, could be met by counter¬ 
espionage; FBI surveillance under existing law’s or executive orders (such as 
those against treason, the disclosure of Government secrets, etc., etc.) w r as 
declared to be adequate protection for the Government. That this would entail 
risks, the libertarian freely admitted, but he felt that such risks w T ere of the 
kind that a free society would be willing to run in order to avoid the excesses 
of a James I or the diabolism of a Dr. Goebbels With varying degrees of 
emphasis, this line of argument was advanced by Alan Barth, the Public Affairs 
Round Table on Loyalty. Carey McWilliams, and others. 

It seems to me that this argument sidestepped the really difficult question : 
is a loyalty program, despite its risks, necessary in the first 'place to protect our 
governmental process from Communist infiltration? The libertarian found it 
- easy to parody the speeches of a John Rankin or to quote the “I hold in my 
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hand . ” proclamations of a McCarthy, but only by averting serious attention 

from such facts as the delivery of government',secrets to Soviet agents by the 
Harry Golds, Judith Coplons, and Elizabeth Bentleys: the organized intiMration 
of government ser\ice by units like the Harold Ware group: and the general 
pattern of Communist-sympathizer activity in the civil services of Canada, 
the United States, Great Britain, and other countries While some of the items 
in this pattern are open to disagreement, one does not really dispose of i£ by 
citing the charges made bv businessmen in 1800 against the loyalty of the 
Populists, or by urging that we xedouble our efforts to eliminate Negro 
segregation. ' ' 

A footnote to Westin’s article invites the reader's attention to “The 
Constitution and Loyalty Programs”, winch it describes as a “discus¬ 
sion of the failings of the loyalty program and needed reforms,” 
West in's pamphlet prepared for fhe information of Freedom Agenda 
discussion groups, is exactly that, a discussion of the failings. , It was 
obviously prepared on to present tins position. It was nothin objective 
presentation of the needs of the loyalty security program and its re-' 
sultant accomplishments and failures, but merely its failures. 

Westin, in fulfilling his assignment, engaged in the very approaches 
which he condemned the Libertarian for using m his article in “Com¬ 
mentary.” In dealing with the Bailey v. Richardson, in which the 
Supreme Court affirmed a lower court decision by a four to four vote 
without ,a written opinion, lie quoted minority opinions in another 
Supreme Court decision to condemn the'Railev conviction. Dealing 
with the Attorney General’s list and its 'test in Joint Anti-Fascist 
Refugee Committee v. McGrath, he pointed out that' ihe opinion 
avoided any discussion of the const it utional question. Then he pointed 
up the'fact that four of the justices, a minority of the court, attack 
the Attorney General’s list as unconstitutional. 

Loyal tv programs become “Fidelity" programs in Westin’s pam¬ 
phlet. He asked if the programs are constitutional because under the , 
First Amendment to our Constitution “can the federal government 
discharge employees not for criminal acts or faithless conduct in office, 
but merely because of their political affiliation* and belief L” 10 
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Communist activity bu f political affiliation is thereafter the standard 
used to present these positions. Westin now apologized for manv 
who did not perceive communism as a threat until almost,the Korean 
conflict. Completely overlooking the Hitler-Stalin pact, the Duel ns* 
bitter of 1945, to use only a few incidents, he writes:—“Tims the view 
c f Communist innoceice continued as a sizable opinion until the con¬ 
's iefion of Alger Hiss <n 1949’\ n Unless Westin is offering excuse® 
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those who jointed the Communist movement prior to 1949, he cannot 
charge'that a sizable American opinion supported a view of Conurm* 
nist. innocence at any time, even the years of depression. Let's again 
look at what he wrote in his “Commentary” article about the American 
opinion, not in 1949 but in 1947 when the first loyalty-security w* 
gram by President Truman was instituted. 

It is to be doubted whether any government in a society 
based upon majority rule, and faced with the task of uniting 
its people against external danger, could have ignored the 
countrywide concern over Communists in government— a con¬ 
cern known, by the administration to be justified, by actual 
cases. The concept of security, after all, has two aspects: it 
covers both the fact of danger and the public’s apprehension 
of danger. Tins is not to suggest for a moment that inno¬ 
cent persons should be branded disloyal to soothe public 
opinion: 1 - but that in coping with real Communists and a 


,J In flu* Blind pamphlet tin 1 ' >enlrne«* i'' icphr.iMHl to -i (Mil “to Mm the a. inmlud public*: 

real loyalty problem, the public mood is not irrelevant to 
security analysis, and cannot be waved away with a refer¬ 
ence to the mood at Salem. * * * 

The above quote was used to point up a conflict of facts as expressed 
by Westin in two articles. It can be further used to show how Westin 
modifies his expression to change his position. Westin, in his Fund 
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^ pamphlet, used /the above paragraph in relationship to the creation 
^ of the loyalty-security 0 program. A comparison of the two para- 
‘ graphs is evidence of the fact that the Freedom Agenda program-did 
,-not offer an objective presentation of the facts which surround the' 
fields discussed under the program. 

, Bias guided the pen of certain Freedom Agenda authors. Much of 
the bias is documented by the actions and advocations of the authors in 
opposition to legislative investigations,of communism, opposition to" 

- the removal of Communists from positions in government or in de¬ 
fense facilities or colleges, and opposition to legislation such as the' 
Smith and Internal Security Acts. It. also includes the distortions 
of the Committee on Un-American Activities by Robert Iv. Carr, as 1 
set forth in his book “The House Committee on Un-American Activi¬ 
ties. 5 ’ Former Committee Chairman John'S. Wood (Democrat, 
Georgia) gave Professor Carr full access to the committee’s files. He 
spent .weeks examining both public and executive documents' and 
, hearings. His misrepresentations vere inexcusable, even though the 
committee has ignored them. ( 

That Professor Alfred H. Kelly, Freedom Agenda’s\director, was 
'opposed to legislative investigation was unknown until he testified 
before a committee of the Senate on August 29, 1955. ^ During the 
course of his testimony, Senator Carlson read into the record an article . 
from the Detroit Free Press of April 13, 1947. The article which 
tended to dispute Dr. Kelly’s testimony, read as follows: - < 

The discussion of academic freedom before a meeting of the Lawyers Guild 
t turned into a series of attacks on the legislature for its investigation of American 
\ Youth for Democracy activities in Michigan colleges* /' ‘ - C 

About 150 lawyers from 4 cities' heard the discussion at the regional coufer- < 
ence of midwesteTn chapters of the guild. The conference will continue Sunday 
at the Hotel Statler. Dr Alfred Kelly, of the Wayne University -history depart¬ 
ment, said: ' 

- “There is no reason why the State should be concerned with what they (stu- 
-^dents) have to say ” - ■ 

He charged the legislative committee, headed by'State Senator. Matliew Calla¬ 
han, with unwarranted interference with academic freedom. “The Present Red 
scare has an artificial air,” he said. “A professional political air." .“It is being 
used as a means to win public office '* * 

He characterized the AYD as an evidence of the age-old revolt of the younger 
^generation and said, “Senator Callahan lacks.historical perspective or he would „ 
realize this.’ 11 v 
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In response to a question by Senator Carlson about “instances where 
you have attacked congressioually appointed committees . . Dr. 
KeUy^responded, “Sir, I have thought that on occasion the House of 
Representatives Un-American Activities Committee conducted itself 
improperly with respect to the Bill of Rights, that is correct. I am 
in writing ou this point.’* 14 , ^ 
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The writings located by the Committee are “The American Consti¬ 
tution, Its Origins and Development”, copyright 1948, and the revised 
edition copyright 1955. From two short paragraphs in the J948 ver¬ 
sion, the Committee treatment became a chapter in the revision. The 
revision which quotes only the expressions in opposition to the Com¬ 
mittee, commences “The Red-hunting activities of congressional com¬ 
mittees were a particularly controversial aspect of the postwar pre¬ 
occupation with the'problem of communism.” * 

‘ ^ r * Kelly, in addition to being the program director, was the author 

of the pamphlet ‘‘Where Constitutional Tiberty Came From.” It is a 
factual and concise recitation of the origin of our Constitution and 
Bill of Rights. However, it is like other booklets used in connection 
with “Freedom Agenda”, a historical recitation which also introduces 
a political position of the author. 

The historical portion, of the booklet is the introduction to the last ' 
four and one-half pages which argues that the “loyalty programs, 
security clearance, prosecutions under the Smith Act, political rights 
of Communists, and the like” threaten the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights The author, acknowledging that there does exist conflicts 
between hi&views and the views of others, writes: ‘ 

This conflict cannot be resolved here; but it is necessary to 
remember that freedom is intrinsically so precious that it is ^ 
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worth Exposing the society to some degree of risk in order to 
maintain it. Security is a genuine problem, but an America 
which sacrificed constitutional liberty to security would be 
an America in which something of the inner meaning of 
American life had been destroyed. A society without se- 
% l cnrity could hardly survivejn the twentieth century, but a 
society with security and without liberty would not be worthy 
of survival. 15 x , " 


Wli^re Const! tutiomil Librarj Camo From, p. 43. 1 

Dr. Kelly argues that the threat to the liberties of communism, 
.which he tries to protect under an absolute individual liberty theory, 
is being threatened by his finding that “millions o£ people no longer 
believe in a system of natural law and absolute natural right. Indi¬ 
vidual liberty, therefore, lacks any real moral force for themThe 
author ignores that it was the defeat of these moral"forces by atheistic 
communism which resulted in the enslavement of the peoples of-Hun¬ 
gary. It was tliis same moral force which led the October 1956 revolu¬ 
tion which the aethestic forces of Russia attacked with guns and tanks. 
Dr. Kelly dwells with the open society which our forefathers de¬ 
scribed as the market place of ideas where truth woul<^ expose the false¬ 
hoods of tyranny. He fails to mention the fact that communism and 
the Communist Party cannot survive in such a market place, and that 
this fact is the reason for the conspiratorial nature of communism. If 
Dr. Kelly knows this latter fact, he then knows that the Communist 
teacher conceals his Communist Party membership to sell the Commu¬ 
nist program in the name of liberalism. For the same reason J he knows 
that the Communist trade union leader conceals his Communist mem¬ 
bership to^sell the Communist program in the name of Tradeunionism: 
He also must know that these are the reasons behind the Communist 
formation of its front organizations or its infiltration and'eventual 
control of existing organizations. Was the Communist Internationals 
United Front program of the 1930’s, or is Nikita Khrushchev’s pro¬ 
gram of today a policy in support of the open market place of ideas? 

What lias been the accomplishments of this program, financed by 
$44,365-appropriated by the Fund for the Republic? The League of 
Women Voters had this to*say of it at their 1956 convention : ~ 

Now is the time for American citizens to get an objective 
' view of the entire problem. The League, with its two year 

i background of re-examination of our, constitutional heritage, 
is well qualified to undertake such an objective consideration 
of the federalloyalty-security programs^— to evaluate its find¬ 
ings and to act upon those findings to influence public opinion 
when the occasion arises , through legislation . There is no 
better way for the League of Women Voters of the Ik S. to 
‘demonstrate political responsibility than to take up'this chal¬ 
lenge 7lOW. 1G ' , 

l95T Prei,entrttl ° n Cwmitil ot tUo of Women Voters of the United States, April 

Not only lias the Fund attempted to propagandize the people in the 
acceptance of Communists, but they have awarded individuals and 
organizations that have accepted them. i 

, MARY KNOWLES AWARD 

, it * ' , ' \ 

The Fund for the Republic issued a press release to the a. m. papers 
for Thursday, June 23, 1955. This release read: “A Quaker meeting 
m Plymouth Meeting^ Pa., was today awarded $5,000 by the Fund for 
the Republic, Inc., for ‘courageous and effective defense of democratic 
principles’ in refusing to dismiss a librarian who would not take the 1 
Pennsylvania loyalty oath.” Robert M. Hutchins, president of the , 
Fund, was quoted in the release as saying: 

I hope that Plymouth Monthly Meeting’s example will be 
followed 1 elsewhere in America, particularly when our li¬ 
braries—which seem to be a special target of self-appointed 
censors and amateur loyalty experts—are involved. 

' ^ — / 
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With this announcement, the Fund for the Republic, an educational 
foundation, made a deceitful 'award which ^exemplifies many of the 
Fund for’the Republic awards and.actions. s 

The first and most minor of the Fund’s deceits in connection with 
this-award is contained in the press release. While announcing that 
“today,” June 23.,,/the Fund for the Republic approved its award, it 
concealed the fact that the award was approved on May 19 and that 
the ensuing period had'been used by, the officers of the Fund to'set its 
Strategy on a propaganda campaign. A, campaign which is dictated 
by a pencilled note appearing on a memorandum of the Fund of June, 
20", 1955, reading: “P. Hoffman wants to"see this bn the front page 
of everything.” V 1 \ i. ' ; 

/ > On July *6, 1955, Mrs. Eleanor B. Stevenson of the Fund presented 
ft check in the amount of $5,000 to the Plymouth Monthly Meeting. 
The press releases of v Mrs. Stevenson's speech stated that the award, 
was for “effective defense of democratic principles.” Mrs. Stevenson, 
in'her speech, also stated that the award was made because an unfair 
attack had been made on Mrs. Mary Knowles. Shexdaimed that the 
Plymouth meeting knew that the attack was unfair because theJeanes, 
Memorial Library Committee had made “an honest and painstaking 
investigation” prior to hiring Mary Knowles. This investigation, 
according to Mi’s. Stevenson,]iadJound that Mrs. Knowles was’a loyal 
American. . As a matter of fact, the'Fund in attesting to the thorough¬ 
ness of the Jeanes Memorial Library Committee investigation was 
returning the compliment which the Fund itself had received from the 
library committee on June 23, the'date the approval of the award was ' 
announced. At that time, the ^Library Committee said in • a press 
release , "A ^ * .* '' ' * 

Weave, of course, immensely grateful for this recognition. ' 
One of the things, we have found most gratifying about this - ' 

award is the thoroughness of the study made by the Fund for 
* \ the Republic: The Fund examined the library'committee’s - 
coniplete'file,including all letters of support or condemnation, 

. all press releases and printed matter, petitions and minutes, ’ ' 
together with such interviews as tlieyrfelt hecessary to their 
decision. * * * 17 ? ( 

x ^ ' ' ' > Ok 


- - :— , , 

. ir Jeanes Meinpriul Library Committee press release, .Tune 23. 1055. ' 

“Such interviews as they felt necessary” is the key of interest. The 
officers of the Fund had approved the $5,000 award on April 20,1955, 
at least 2 weeks before' its investigator made the thorough "study 
for which they were commended: by the Library committee. The Un- 
American Activities Committee has. a document in its possession to 
prove this statement. g The investigator’s report is of considerable 
^interest an that it shows that‘the investigator discussed the award 
directors of the Fund were not even advised of this award until May 
10, 1955. x Under a heading “An Award From the Fund,” the investi¬ 
gator’s report Breads: ~ 

The members of the library committee would be more than 
1 ' ^ grateful if the meeting received an award from the Fund for 
its defense of civil liberties. * * * An award of $5,0p0 would' 
be a great boon for the Library.. ^ \ V 

Why did the library committee desire this award and the Fund, 
desire to ^rant it? In order to, first, briftg outside* pressure, to the' 
assistance of The library committee' and, second, to strengthen their 
position within the religious body, the Plymouth Monthly Meeting. 
For the proof, let’s again turn to the. investigators report:' 

They [library committee] are hot seeking publicity, bi^t ; 
such an award would symbolize outside public opinion sup¬ 
porting the decision of the meeting [Plymouth monthly].* 

^ It is, oU course, possible that the pressure from * 

within the Meeting-might onejday force them to change their 
decision. However, the. [library], committee members be¬ 
lieve that an award^ from the Fund" would considerably . x 
'strengthen their stand. It would also eliminate the possi¬ 
bility of the library committee’s capitulation if lack of funds M . 

, forced the closing of the library. No one believes that an . 
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award would make the controversy more bitter or act as a 
greater divisive influence within the community. The 
members of the library committee are not looking for a 
“pat on the back/’ But John Archibald, clerk of the 
_ meeting, said that it would be wonderful if someone told 
. them: “Here/s a chair. Sit down for a few minutes.” 

The Fund for the Republic assigned Maureen Black Ogden, a mem¬ 
ber of its staff*, to make a “impartial” investigation of the facts. Be¬ 
fore we examine further the campaign of deceit which was engaged 
in by the Fund for the Republic, let us examine the facts. 

Mary Knowles was born Mary Gardner,in Massachusetts. She was 
educated in the Watertown public school's and completed her formal 
education after her junior year at Bates College in 1988. While at 
Bates, she met and married (Jive Knowles, from whom she is now 
divorced. (Jive and Mary Knowles were active in behalf of the 
Communist Party in New York and Massachusetts jVior to 1944, 
when the Communist Party formed in Boston, Mass., a “Workers’ 
School.” After the Workers" School had held only three or four 
classes, it was exposed in the Boston press as a school of the Com¬ 
munist Party. Thereafter, it lost the facilities in which it conducted 
its classes and was forced to close. 

Almost immediately thereafter, the Communist Party was instru¬ 
mental in having organized the Samuel Adams School for Social 
Studies. The Communist Party was able to get Professor Harrison 
L. Harley to serve as director of the new school.. They* had been 
successful in getting him prior thereto and for many years thereafter 
to support many of their Communist undertakings. Harley was not 
a card-carrying member of the Communist Party and because he 
was not, he was only the figurehead director. The school was under 
the complete control of the executive secretary, Margaret Gilbert. 
She was a top functionary of the Communist Party and a person 
very influential within the professional section. Margaret Gilbert, 
who was subsequently indicted under a Massachusetts syndicalism 
statute, which indictment was dropped as a result of the Steve Nelson 
decision by the Supreme Court, admitted to the Committee on Un- 
American Activities that she was a member of the Communist Party 
during the period she was executive secretary of the school. The 
treasurer of the school was Harry Winner, a relative of Mary 
Knowles and an individual indicted along with Margaret Gilbert 
under, the Massachusetts' syndicalism statute. Mary Knowles re¬ 
sided at the Harry Winner residence. ' * p 

The Samuel Adams School differed from the Workers’ School in 
that its curriculum included courses of studies which would bring 
under the influence of the Communist Party children as young as 
age six. It was to these children that Mary Knowles applied small 
doses of communism. The Samuel Adams School enrollment was 
not restricted to only members of the Communist Party, but was 
a school designed to bring non-Communists under Communist Party 
influence, if not direct membership. Plistory will show how many 
youths instructed by Mary Knowles at the Samuel Adams School 
were started on the road to eventual Communist Party membership 
and possible treason against the United States. 

Mary Knowles’ position within the Communist Party was of such 
stature that she succeeded Margaret Gilbert as the school’s executive 
secretary and in this position took over the direction of the school. 
Mary Knowles, according to the winter term 1948 catalog of the 
school, held the position at the time the school was cited as a Com¬ 
munist school by the Attorney General of the United States and 
held it at the time the school lost its Federal tax exemptions which 
resulted in its closing. 

Mary Knowles needed employment after the school was closed and 
the Communist Party, through its connection with the Communist- 
dominated United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of Amer¬ 
ica, at that time a CIO affiliated union, arranged for her employment 
on the staff of UE. While a good Communist, Mary Knowles was a 
poor union organizer and she held this employment for only a few 
months. Thereafter, Mary Knowles applied for the position of a 
librarian with the Morrill Memorial Library, Norwood, Mass. In her 
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.application for employment, she concealed her employment with the 
Samuel Adams School and her membership in the Communist Party. 

By this time, the first indictments of Communist Party leaders 
under the Smith Act had been made public and the Communist Party 
had been reorganized to the point where it no longer issued Com¬ 
munist Party cards. People of professional standing or those affili¬ 
ated with professional sections of the Communist Party were placed 
in positions where they could forever thereafter deny membership 
on the basis of their not holding Communist Party cards. 

Mary Knowles continued an association with those she knew and 
met as members of the Communist Party until she learned that mem¬ 
bers of the library committee and town officials of Norwood, Mass., 
had learned of her Communist-Party membership. She thereafter 
almost completely discontinued any such, association. On May 9, 
1953, Herbert Philbrick, who had joined the Communist Party at 
the request of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, testified before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Internal Security. During the course 
of his testimony, Philbrick identified Mary Knowles as a member 
of the professional section of the Communist Party in Boston, with 
whom he met as a member of the professional section. What was 
Mary Knowles’ reaction to the testimony of Philbrick? The Boston 
Evening American, on page 5 of its issue of May 9, 1953, headlined 
a story “Philbrick. Red Charge ‘Shock* to Librarian”. The story 
starts out: 

Mrs. Mary Knowles of Cottage St., Norwood, named as a 
CJpmmunist by former FBI counterspy Herbert Philbrick, de¬ 
clared today she didn't even know the man who made the 
accusations at a hearing before the Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee at the Federal Building. 

The trustees of the Morrill Memorial Library called a special meet¬ 
ing on Saturday, May 9, to consider action in regard to Mrs. Mary 
Knowles’ offer to resign. The minutes of this special meeting re¬ 
flect that Mrs. Knowles, who was present at the meeting, was “unwill¬ 
ing to. confirm or deny that she is a Communist.” The trustees voted 
to suspend Mrs. Knowles without pay until additional information 
relative to public statements made about her was received. The 
minutes read: “Every member of the board and the librarian ex¬ 
pressed regret that Mrs. Knowles was unwilling to state whether she 
is or is not a Communist.” 

On May 20, in response to a subpena, Mrs. Knowles appeared be¬ 
fore the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee for the purpose of 
giving sworn testimony. During her appearance, she invoked the 
fifth amendment with respect to her membership in the Commu¬ 
nist Party at any time, either in 1948 when Herbert Philbrick knew 
her as a Communist or as of May 20, 1953, when she was appearing 
before the committee. As a matter of fact, slie invoked the fifth 
amendment as to whether she knew Herbert Philbrick. Yet she 
denied in the public press that she even knew' him. Following her 
public appearance, she issued a press release which, among other 
things, indicated that she was innocent but was being persecuted 
through the statements of a paid informer. 

The trustees of the Morrill Memorial Library at a regular meeting, 
on June 1, 1953, again considered the employment of Mary Knowles.. 
The minutes of this meeting set forth the following: 

The librarian was instructed to telephone Mrs. Knowles,- 
to give her one more chance / to clear herself of the charge of 
being a Communist; if that /was not accepted, to say tlie 
Board had decided to accept her offer to resign and would: 
send a messenger to get her resignation m writing. In reply 
to this message, Mrs. Knowles again declined to change the 
previous refusal to state whether she is or is not a Com- . 
mimist and agreed to write a resignation. 

When her letter came it stated the previous verbal offer 
to resign had been prompted by her regard for Miss Phillips, 
and a desire to spare her trouble; that the*situation had ex¬ 
panded since that time and she found she did not wish to 
resign. 
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^°w Mis. Knowles hud offered to resign in the statement to the 
press of May 9, 1953. She is quoted in the press at that time as \ 
saying: ' ; ' 

It seems the natural thing to do, I wanted to spare the , 
trustees and the Library any embarrassment or publicity 
v which resulted from Mr. Phil brick’s naming me. 18 

18 Boston Evening'American, Mav 0, 1053, p 5. \ 

It seems doubtful that Mrs. Knowles was considering the trustees 
of the Library but, rather, was considering only/herself, who, if she 
resigned, would be forgotten as someone identified by Philbrick. * In 
June when the .trustees were willing to accept Mrs. Knowles’ resigna¬ 
tion and save her from the embarrassment of having to advise sub- 5 J 
sequent employers that she nad been fired from the Morrill Memorial 
Library, she withdrew her resignation. This defiance on the paR 
of Mrs. Knowles forced the trustees of the Morrill Memorial Library 
to adopt the only course of action available to them, an action which, > 
according to minutes, is described: “Dismissal then seemed the only 
course open to^ the Board.Mrs. Knowles was thereafter advised , 
that she was terminated. 

The first employment for which Mrs. Knowles received considera¬ 
tion following her termination with the Morrill Library oh June 1, 

, 1953, was with the Library at the University of Pennsylvahia. She 
applied for this employment on October 8, 1953. On the same date, 
the University of Pennsylvania wyote to the Morrill Memorial Li¬ 
brary for a recommendation. Miss Edna Phillips, librarian, Morrill 
Memorial Library, responded to this letter on OctoberU3, 1953. In 
her Jetter, Miss Phillips, while recommending her for the position, 
advised the library at the University of Pennsylvania .that Mrs. , 
Knowles was asked to leave because she was unwilling to confirm or 
deny to the Morrill Library Board^of Trustees her membership in 
the Communist Party. On October 28, 1953, the assistant librarian ' 
at the University of Pennsylvania Library, wrote Miss Phillips in 
part: , - 

We all enjoyed meeting her and regretted that the same 
circumstances which surrounded her association with you 
' prevented our selecting her for the position-in question. 

On October 15, 7 days after she was denied] employment by the 
University of Pennsylvania Library, Mary; Knowles met with the 
^ trustees of the William Jeanes Memorial Library at Plymouth Meet- 4 
" mg, Pa., who were in search of a temporary dr indefinite replacement 4 
for their librarian who was incapacitated with a broken hip. - During 
the interview, Mary Knowles advised them that she had been a ' 
secretary at the Samuel Adams, School, which had been jcited by the,' 
Attorney General and that she had appeared before the Senate Com¬ 
mittee and invoked the fifth amendment* with respect to this position. 

The trustees did not know that she liad been a member of the Com¬ 
munist Party because she did not advise them. This is substantiated / 
by Mrs. Knowles in ,her> testimony before,the,.Senate on September 
15, 19o5; ' , * ‘ ‘ } 

Mr. Sourwine. Did' they know that you had been a member of the Communist 
Party? ' 

Mrs. Knowi.es. They did not ask me and I did not tell them. 

Without even inquiring as to whether or not Mary Knowles had 
ever been a member of the Communist Party and without any in¬ 
vestigate onj Mary Kno>vles was hired by the trustees of'the William 
Jeanes Memorial Library. After she was hired, Alice Hf Amblerj 
secretary of the Jeanes Library, wrote Miss Edna Phillips:-“Mrs. 
Knowles, formerly on, your staff, has been suggested as a person who 
could help us in this emergency. Last evening she met with our board 
and apparently told us her story yery frankly. In spite of the story, 
we were so well impressed with her and because of our great need, 
we engaged her on a Very temporary basis. * * *” " V 

On October 19, 1953, Miss Edna Phillips wrote Miss Alice H, 
Ambler as follows: . ■ 



30 VBZ - LJNO 


Miss Alice H. Ambler, 


Plymouth Meeting; Pa. 


/ Y 


My Dear Miss Ambler: As you mention Mrs. Knowles’ having told your Board 
' of Trustees her storvvery frankly, I assume you know our Board jof Trustees * 
felt it necessary to'ask her to* leave here because: Following the testimony 
of Herbert Philbrick, the .Tenner Committee summoned her., She invoked the 
fifth amendment in refusing to answer their questions. / She was unwilling to 
confirm or deny to our Board of Trustees her membership in the Communist 
i*arty. v y ^ „ 

Mrs. Knowles’ position was based on her belief thrft the first amendment to v 
our Constitution protects a citizen from having her convictions probed. 

During nearly 5 years prior to this episode Mrs. Knowles’'record with us was 
excellent. '(I heard/of her through the Massachusetts Division of Library 
Extension, and had high commendation of her from her former chief, the librarian 
of the Watertown,^Mass., public library.) ' 4 / 

While I do not share her, position in/egar<Pto not answering our/board’s 
questions about her . status with the Communist Party, P.tiave found* her, in 
Tier life and work with, us, very intelligent, well-read, capable, and unusually 
considerate of others—both our readers arid her fellow staff members. She is 
gifted in her work with young people and has a fine sense of humor, 
v Aside from the episode I have described, I can heartily recommend her for the 
position you mention, j t .' j * 


\S 


Sincerely yours, 


\ 


Librarian . 


4 Early in 1954, the regular librarian of the Jeanes Library returned, 
to employment and Mary. Knowles was released. Thereafter,, Mary 
- Knowles sought employment with the Memorial Library of Radnor 1 
Township, Wayne, Pa., and at the MoorestowmFree Library, Moores- 
towri, New* Jersey. While the reasons are not known why the Radnor 
Township Library did not hire. Mary Knowles, it'is known that, 
the Moorestown Library did not hire lier because she refused to advise 
them with respect to her connections with the Communist Party. \By - j 
.September 1, the trustees of the Jeafies Library had forced^their per^ 
ihanent librarian to resign and had\ rehired Mary Knowles^ whom 1 
they-had still not,asked whether she was a member of. the Communist 
Party' ; , « 1 ‘ , / 

Prior to Mary Knowles’ reemployment, her 'past record became / 
Ifnbwn to residents of the community of Plymouth Meeting, Pa. After 
her permanent employment,''protest was raised by members of the'com- ’ 
munity. This protest was continuing when Mrs. Charles^ Chappie 
sought assistance from individuals wlio had direct/connection 1 with the 
Fund from the Republic: This assistance came through Harry .E. 
.Sprogell,' an attorney in ;Philadelphia, who write" a memo, on the 
Plymouth Meeting fcontroversy, which memo was submitted to the 4 
Eundf for the Republic by John P. Roche, a professoFin the political 
science department of Haverford College. On the basis of this memo - 1 
randum,,the Fund fo ; r the Republic officers -approved an jtward of 
$5,000. After the investigation by Maureen Rlack Ogden of the Fund 
staff, a special committee of the trustees of. the Fund approved the ' 
award. The October 19, 1953^ letter from Miss E‘chia Phillips was A 
certainly a part of the file of the Jeanes Memorial Library, to'which 
Miss Black, in ITer report to the Fund for the Republic, acknowledged v 
that she had complete access. The Fund for the* Republic, in approv¬ 
ing the award, knew from this letter that Mary Knowles had been dis- } 
missed by the Morrill* MemoriaLLibrary because of lier unwillingness 
on June 1,1953, to .confirm or deny to the boat’d of trustees of the Mor¬ 
rill Memorial Library her meinbersliip in the Commiuiist Party. T^ith * 
thesie'facts, each of which is documented by records in the possession of 1 
the committee, can one but wonder whether or not the Fund for tlie 
v Republic by this award, described by it as being for “courageous and 
effective defense of democratic principles,” be a’ friend or foe of the"' 
international Communist conspiracy. 

The Committee oh Un-American Activities held hearings on the 
award to the Jeanes Memorial Library on July 18, 1956. In order to ( 
obtain the.facts, the committee, after having been refused the right to 
review the files, issued a subpena for the documents contained in the { 
files of the Jeanes Memorial Library. The committee .was attacked for, 
issuing such a subpena by ]Harry E. Sprogell, attorney for‘the chair 7 ' r 
man of Ilie Jeanes Memorial Library Committee, on the ground that 
these records were a part of the Religious Society of Frienjls.and pro- ' * 
tected from subpena byjheir religious nature.^ It is now clear, from 
the documents in the committee’s possession, that to/ have produced, 
such files would have produced further evidence of deceit on the part 
of the Jeanes Memorial Library toward the Plymouth Monthly Meet- 
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ing members and flagrant misstatements of fact as contained-in. botn 
the Sprogell memorandum and the report of the Library Committee 
to the Plymoutli Monthly Meeting dated October 1954. Also sub- 
penned at the hearings was Maureen Black Ogden, the staff member of 
the Fund for the Republic who conducted the investigation: She was 
subpenaed to produce records of the Fund for the Republic relating 
to their award to the Plymo^gfh Monthly Meeting. This subpena was 
also issued after a request for voluntary production of the document's 
was denied by the Fund for the Republic. These documents shall be 
discussed because they can document the propaganda activities en¬ 
gaged in by the Fund for the Republic, in addition to documenting 
the Fund’s contempt for all groups whose actions do not conform with 
those of the Fund. 


If the committee had been given, access to the Hies of the Jeanes 
Memorial Library, they could have documented the facts prior to the 
hearing held on July 18. The committee staff could have shown then, 
at it shows now from the facts set forth earlier in this report, that when 
Harry E. Sprogell related in his memorandum that the trustees of the 
Morrill Library in Massachusetts asked the Jenner Committee to call 
Mary Knowles before it, to clear her name, these were not the facts; 
that equally false was the claim of the Sprogell memo that Mary 
Knowles had declined a loyalty oath \vhich was required of her by 
Massachusetts law. The file would also have disclosed that Mary* 
Know les had refused to state to prospective employers wdiether she 
was affiliated with the Communist Party then or at any time rather 
than, as set forth in the Sprogell memo, that she had been unable to 
obtain employment because she had disclosed these facts frankly to all 
prospective employers. Mary Knowles’ ow T n testimony before the 
Senate committee disputes the Sprogell memorandum claim that she 
had disclosed the facts bf her Communist background. The tile would 
have made a travesty of the truth to the Sprogell claim that the Meet¬ 
ing had conducted a careful investigation into her conduct since 1947. 
As a matter of fact, up to and including July 18, 1956, the Jeanes 
Memorial Library Committee had conducted no investigation into 
Mary Knowles’ background. Other discrepancies as contained in the 
Sprogell memorandum can be seen from a comparison of the complete 
Sprogell memorandum as reproduced in the printed report of the 
committees hearings of July 18, 1956, with facts as set forth above. 

Mrs. Lillian P. Tapley, chairman of the Library Committee of the 
William Jeanes Memorial Library, Plymouth Meeting, Pa., was also 
subpenaed and did appear before the Committee on July 18, 1956. 
She w^as accompanied by her counsel, Harry E. Sprogell, the author 
of the Sprogell memorandum from which this report has quoted above. 
Mrs. Tapley commenced her testimony by seeking and obtaining per¬ 
mission to introduce into the record a statement wuth certain enclosures. 
'As it is the enclosures to the statement which are in most conflict with 
the facts, it is the enclosures that w ill be dealt wuth here primarily. It 
is desirable to point out, how ever, that Mrs. Tapley testified under oath 
before the committee: “We asked her if she was a Communist and she 
said no, she definitely was not.” Yet Mary Knowles, in testifying 
before the Senate, testified: “They did not ask me and I did not tell 
them. ’ Either the^statement of Mrs. Tapley or that of Mrs. Knowles 
is an untruth. The truth lies with them. 

Bearing in mind the facts as set forth above, all of which can be 
documented by/evidence in files of the committee, let us consider the 
report of the Library Committee made to the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting and dated October 1954. The report first deals with Mary 
Knowles’ professional qualifications. The exaggerations of Mary 
Know les employment at the "Watertown, Mass., library are not impor¬ 
tant enough to discuss, but the sentence relating to her employment 
with the ‘Samuel Adams School for Social Science is the first proof of 
the fact that no investigation w as made into the background of Mary 
Know les.. The report states: “Taking up full-time cniplovment again 
in 1945, she w as a member of the office personnel of the Samuel Adams 
School for Social Science for two and a half years.” This is not in 
accoid w ith the facts as set forth above, facts which,could have easily 
been ascertained from catalogs of the school which- were available to 
anyone desiring to look for them. These catalogs, as it has been 
pointed out, would have shown that she was an instructor of children. 
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in a Communist school and also the executive secretary rather than a 

member of the office personnel. , ,,, 

The report continues with the advice to the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting that from the Samuel Adams School for Social Science, Mrs. 
Knotvles went as librarian in 1948 to the Morrill Memorial Labi ary 
in Norwood, Mass., where she served for a period of nearly 5 ye^rs. 
This report does not set forth the circumstances under which Mary 
Knowles’ employment with the Morrill Library was terminated. The 
reasons, which are set forth above, were known to the Library Com¬ 
mittee and shall be dealt with in the letter from Edna Phillips. 

After dealing with Mary Knowles’ professional qualifications, the 
report states that the appointment of a librarian requires not only 
professional competence but involves the affirmative obligation of 
being diligent and loyal in citizenship. The Library Committee re¬ 
port states that any/investigation finds that Mary Knowles meets the 
requirements of citizenship, professional competence, and character 
and then goes on to try to prove it to the Plymouth Monthly Meeting. 
The first two paragraphs after these findings identify Dr. Harley of 
Simmons University and Professor Struik of MIT as being among 
those affiliated with the Samuel Adams School. The report then 
states: “We found no one connected with the school who^had not 
availed themselves of the protection of the fifth amendment. If the 
Library Committee examined the transcript of the witnesses, including 
Dr. Harrison Harley, they would have noted that lie denied under 
oath that he was^ever a member of the Communist Party. Professor 
Struik did invoke the fifth amendment, but denied to MIT that he 
was affiliated with the Communist Party. The Library Committee 
then reports the observation that both Dr. Harley and Professor Struik 
were retained* by their respective colleges. This could well be the rea¬ 
son why the Library Committee concealed from the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting the fact that Mary Knowles’ dismissal from the Morrill Li¬ 
brary resulted from her refusal to tell the trustees of that library 
what her affiliation was with the Communist Party as of June 1953. 

The Library Committee report then deals with a statement made by^' 
Senator Welker which related to waiver of immunity, and the report 
assumed that in order to keep from naming other people Mrs. Knowles 
had invoked the fifth amendment. As a matter of fact, the Library 
Committee stated in the report: “We believe it did.” How this belief 
can be reconciled with the press release issued by Mary Knowles fol¬ 
lowing her appearance before the Senate Committee cannot be visual- l 
ized by a reasonable person. The Library Committee then inferred 
that Philbrick'might have been,mistaken in his identity of Mrs. 
Knowles because, in an appearance before the Committee on Un- 
American Activities in 1951, he had not mentioned her, but, of course, 
this is what Mrs. Knowles ^mplied when she inferred, following her 
testimony in 1953, that she was being persecuted as an innocent person 
by a paid informer. Mrs. Knowles has had ample opportunity, under 
oath, to deny her membership in the Communist Party and her knowl¬ 
edge of Herbert Philbrick. It is not for the Library Committee to 
make such inferences. - . 

The Library Committee report, while attempting to discredit Phil- 
brick’s testimony in one instance, in the following paragraph attempts 
to use his testimony to obtain support that Mrs. Knowles is not a' 
Communist. The Library Committee points out that Philbrick tes¬ 
tified that during his membership in the Communist Party he knew 
that Communist Party members did not hesitate to swear falsely as 
- to their party membership, but pointed out that Mrs. Knowles had 
refused to sign an oath that she was not, the inference being that if 
she was a member of the Communist Party she would not have hesi¬ 
tated to sign the oath. 

The report then states: “The following are statements from letters 
in our files of people who were thoroughly familiar with Mrs. Knowles’ 
immediate background and who, of course, knew her personally.” 
There are then quoted three letters received in connection with the 
Library Committee’s “thorough” investigation of Mary Knowles 
background. Of the three, Edna Phillips had known Mary Knowles 
for 5 years. Professor Henry J. Cadbury had known her personally 
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erns o? Moor.fhnv„, N. 4 who wrote « lotto d.teMa, i WM, hadN 
never met Mary Knowles prior to February 12 of tlie same year. 
Henrv .T. Cadbury wrote in October 19f>3, as chairman of the Amer 
ican Friends Service Committee. Cadbury’s position with respect 
the Communist Party and the attitude of its members before ( ongies- 
sional committees is public knowledge. In lOot, when the Comm 
nists were being subpenaed from the Boston area, Professor Cadbury 
was one of thole who took a paid advertisement in a Boston news¬ 
paper and publicly urged those individuals appearing before the com- 
mXes to refuse to testify about their Communist affiliates or asso- 

C1 That part of tlie letter of Cadbury’s which, is quoted refers to Mary, 
Knowles’ Communist Party membership as “bogey of a distant past 
and sets forth the assumption that her invocation of the fifth amend¬ 
ment was because of her desire to defend others rather than herself. 
Professor Cadbury’s letter could have been the cause of the similar 
) inference by the Library Committee, but if so. it is erroneoiis in 
lio-lit of the facts. Cadbury is equally ill-informed ''hen he sets forth 
that Edna Phillips “has never detected any hint of dishonesty or even- 
secrecy in all other matters.” As we shall see from he Edna Phillips 
letter of October 19. 1953, Miss Phillips did have knowledge of her 
secrecy and it was this secrecy which forced her dismissal from the 

Morrill Memorial Library. ' ' ■ . 

In dealing with the letter which the Library Committee received 
from Edna Phillips, tlie Library Committee report to the 1 lvmonth 
Meeting leaves out the first two paragraphs of Edna 1 hillips lettei 
without, anv of the standard notations used to show such deletions. 


Let’s read the^e two paragraphs: 

As vou mention Mrs Knowles’ having told your hoard of 
trustees her st.orv very franklv, I assume you know our board 
of trustees felt it necessary to ask her to leave here because: 
Following the testimony of Herbert Philbrick. the .Tenner 
Committee summoned her. She invoked the fifth amendment 
in refusing to answer their questions. She was un will mg tQ 
confirm or deny to our board of trustees her membeiship in 

the Communist Party. - , * „ n , 

Mrs. Knowles’ position was based oiyher belief that the 
first amendment to our Constitution protects a citizen from 
having her convictions probed. 

The third parasrrnnh of the October 10 letter is emoted correctly, 
although it is quoted as the first paragraph of Miss Phillips’ letter. 
Tlie following quoted paragraph also omits without acknowledgment 
pertinent language The paragraph as reported in the Library Com- 

mit,t.ee report starts off: „ , ,, ,, 

but. “I have found her” is the latter part of the sentence. If the 
Plymouth Meeting bodv were honestlv apprised of the Edna 1 hillips 
letter, the paragraph would have started out: 


While I do not share her position in regard to not answer¬ 
ing our board’s questions about her status with the Commu¬ 
nist Party, T have found her, * * *. 

The fifth paragraph of Edna Phillips’ letter is made a part of the 
second paragraph as quoted in (lie Library report. For the first time, 
the Library Committee Whites bv asterisks that f bev have omitted 
something from Miss Phillips’ letter. The words omitted, “Aside 
from the episode I have described,” bad to be deleted in order not, to. 
expose the fraud which had been committed by deleting, without refer¬ 
ence, the first two paragraphs. 

The excerpted letter of Hannah Sevcrns to the Library Committee, 
as reproduced in its report qf October 1954 may or may not be as 
complete as represented in the report. They do point out the tact that 
the Morrestown Free Library denied Mary Knowles employment be- 
cause she refused to tell them where she stood with respect to her 
affiliations with the Communist, Partv as of 1954. 

On February 12, 1954. Hannah Severns. librarian of the Moores- 
town Free Library, wrote to the Norwood Public Libiaiy. „ 
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^ The other evening T saw Dr. Henry Cadbury and he men¬ 
tioned to me' a former member of vour 'staff, Mrs. Mary , 
Knowles, who wishes to find a library position.* Henry Cad¬ 
bury considers her a very excellent person. 

We are looking for a person qualified as a general assistant 
with a special interest and experience in the field .of work with - 
' children and v.oung people: 

Henry Cadbury told me.briefly of the unfortunate cir- 
' cumstances which prompted. Mrs. Knowles to resign frony 
your library, and the need for her to.locate in a more under¬ 
standing community. I have mentioned nothing regarding 
this background to anyone on our board, but would like to 
have from vou anv part of the story von think might be 
necessary for us to know. T need also to know her qualifica¬ 
tions and your fair appraisal of her ability and personal¬ 
ity. * * * ’ ' » 

From this quoted letter, we see that Hannah Severns knew nothing 
of Mary TOowles nnd her background but what she had heard from 
- Henry Cadbury, who also recommended Mary Knowles to .Tenues 
Memorial Library. Yet we find Hannah Severns\n May 4, 1054, 
describing Mary Knowles as a pe?*son “of rare spirit nnd mao-nanim- 
itv” It appears that the Library Committee desired the Plymouth 
Meeting bodv to assume from the character of the recommendation 
of Hannah Severns that'there had existed between "her and Mary 
Knowles years^and years’of personal and knowledgeable relationship. 

‘The-opening statement and the enclosures are reproduced in the 
printed hearings held on July 18. 195fi. The entire statement an ( d its 
enclosures should be examined in light of the facts as set forth in 
this report. 

Early in 1057. following the committee hearings, the.Civil l iberties 
Committed of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting of tt*e Ppligious 
Society of Frierfds issued a. booklet which they titled “The Plymouth 
Meeting Controversy”. This booklet, which was apparently designed 
to discredit the investigation of this committee and to support Mary 
Knowles in her employment bv the Library Committee, builds its, 
defenses around the beliefsbind convictions'of Marv Knowles./ The 
booklet, repeats many of the misstatements of facts which we have 
dealt with »n the case of the Snrogell memorandum, and the clement 
and enclosures supplied to the (Committee bv Mrs. Lillian P. Taplev. 
The booklet, however, introduces a new item in the form of a statement 
.issued bv MaywKn'Pvles to the board of trustees of Hie-Morrill Me-, 
morial Library in Norwood, Massachusetts. The technique of omis¬ 
sion or deletion of pertinent portions of this statement are engaged in 
by the authors of the booklet in order to change Mary'Knowles’,' 
\ beliefs and-convictions which the statement represented. 

The booklet states on page 5: “Because Mary Knowles’ beliefs and 
* convictions are the foundation of ‘The' Plymouth Meeting Contro¬ 
versy/ excerpts from her Mav 1053 statement to the hoard of trustees of 
the Morrill Memorial Library are reproduced hereThe full statement 
issued by Marv Knowles is in possession of the committee, and iri order 
that her beliefs and convictions may be assessed in light of the con¬ 
tent of the full statement, it will hereafter be reproduced. Those items' 
deleted from the statement as reproduced in the booklet ; are in' 
italics.- It should be noted that the deletion removes from the’state¬ 
ment sufch reasons invoked by Marv Knowles for refusing to testify as 
“besides that, T refuse to be an Mnforjner’, paicl or otherwise.” ‘ The 
statement as reproduced in the booklet does contain Mary .Knowles’ 
opinion that the Semite Subcommittee, before which she appeared^was 
unconstitutional, and that through its investigations we are being led 
on the path into-totalitarianism and a ,police state. However, the re¬ 
port deletes Mary Knowles’ statement, that for this last belief she' 
would refuse to testify if <;he had not taken other grounds into con¬ 
sideration. To use Mary Knowles’ language, we read: “Therefore,-1 
* would .refuse, to ‘cooperate’ with these committees on the last-men- 
, tioned grounds alone, even if the other reasons given were not valid, 
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biit),vh,dir believe to be .wholly valid,antf honorable'”- '- - ~ 

• reads «as .follows: ‘ ' ‘ ., . fleets (ho test, of citizenship, 

..■: STATEMENT TO'THE BOARD OF TPTISTFPO MnWr, T ' 

.' > -■.■:■■ . f mKARY,So^S S 4 S ? EE ' LL ^“ OEIAL 

/ ham phparaa\hai^m^waVtuim^it U l^ V , """"' JI ' aftha hoard of truatcaC 
on. the events of the past 2'weclil I am'&lad'tn “'"? c - l<lri fi/ out position 

;: 140 not ^ 

, . 

, reasons'therefore would hr in order." ' * rcSHmc ft «V stand and tl,c 

religi'm or mv^nlltiof 'rmi dwTrtelihi -discA mv 

freedom of thought nre £uai'«infomi Ht h® n Relief ,t?m freedom of religion and - 

. tl lon £ «trngerie .of the rieoole WiincV -Jit • ert u \ thfi Constitution .because 
Engla'nd and 1 Ahierica Vhw fnetf/f. [lo . li , H<aI tyranny both in 
unnecessary suffering- and' unjust nercpr*nVi*r er ? n °i* 1 i lvin ate; anrt w t>en much ~ 
felt to be so iniportant that the framers of the p 6 ^ Vw e TIlese freedoms were 
Bill of Rights- If'the'first amendment menns C< on <it ^ tl< ’"-I mt fheni flrst in the 
thought and religion to nil citizens at ail tinfes^not if " leanR 'freedom-, of, 

■ [«?'« 1 c-itizens: some of the time IwaiiAm br-eveY. u 

. "OMJO refrain-f,nm speahnir/, as is also the 

■ Mates, speahivi, Ibfonrjh Mi- '.TnMjZ M ,nlf ne 1 ? ^ C >m t of fhe D ^' r > ' 

■ ■ Et \’fo«t,fm. v.'Ramrttr), mm-thc^irromts-“the { JIff V'ronna. Rtafe Board of 
ylif/if/ii os onnrontceit bp. the Conxmntion aani»st- fr (‘ ,J < hj, d of thonaht and 
tlu^r,rjht to spool- fieela and the rial,t tr ZZT f Ktate c '- ( -' tio " if Lblades both 
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^ Thld past' week’I appeared "iinik!r"‘ B nhJZ n ' a l"S row at dll”,, \ 

-'on Internal Security headed brlSenntor Tenner s <’ n, ite iSnhcommittee 

t °PPn hearings. In .both instances I anwwwi ™^ ^' 1 ^ 1 ' 1 ' in l>oth secret and 
address and em.dorment in the libVnrv A l ,tKo? 1 T^stions as to my name, 
under- the privilege granted hv the' 1 nthet questions r declined, to answer 
, aiio nersons shall l,e compe fed n ,• ■ f, ? ,em ? me P f ' wjtfeh says- .1' “that 

' fh f A' J' esf ibis'.wodifl seem'not.to apply" f n wmfr1 b ?f Py n ess'<againsthim- 

In the,first-place..T have committed' 10 11 n <1 like-,to explain-farther 

; '^ n : rb«t it' is entirely possible that hv tesfiffinAf 1 1 °*: iminal nrosecn- 

f ha in of events, or supposed evputs which \vnniri ^ r9 0u ^ Provide u link in a 

Furthermore the it^r of f] }c *«», ] render me hable^to prosecution 

- Votes Ronrcne Conn state im Z l V V‘^ ** Mti'tel 

\ protection for the innocent'-} ■ . and a‘salon,,™*' C>> ' ^nendmevt is a.- 

or.ti/rannir,nl prosecution *the secon/ni " a i n * t ^dle.ss, nmfounded. 
110 ipnfnr uphold, thg validity o'f the first o. Tn 7 investigating committees 
nmendment hv the .witness before tWl 6 ' -.. 1 ent an d . recourse to that 

: ^mpt of Court Citation^S the ensuing Sff^ ,efld 

, * S om P l,w >‘® r^el. I tes'tified ooiK-erldnjAnvASfg^, .fnf* 16,)lace - under. 

_ ■ n . a " er finestiojis about others I Vi-nnid also l,<. Cn- : politics, but refused to 

sides that: f refused' to.be: an “informer” nafd ’ n<,0I ', tem l ) t .of court. Re-, ' 

1 filled- to answer nnp«Hcno o„ ? ' 15 ^ ftfhoyiojse* ' B’ourth if T ro. 

Fifth .Amendment. I would also^be^pRMiw'A* 1 sroi,nt1s without invoking the 
^ jail'sentence . Fi m, .a nd last Ifefwervstrow'i't^h ‘ 7 il a -- tl £a 

-• niPltiods are highlv imconstitution'al Ahur t er .A - ^f^ ^nnnittees and their 
\to the str^nefh of the United States Imi ViisA p, ip? en ^ a ,1o< ’" threat not only ' 
itself - that through speh iinestTJtioni Hl 1 ''^v form of the-government 
/ States into 4 ota]itariaifisin and^Vhcnniivlc" \ ln ^ ef ^ t tbe of the *„ Uni ted' 

, intensified since appeai-ing before one of^tbesef fee,ine has b ^n greatly 

c refine, to “cooperate” wfth these, committees Mtlulnll*^ /T, > y ’>c-forerl won id 
. - c ] ( i n \ >f 1h <‘ other reasons aiven.wore not m,Rd’ f >roandsji 7one. ‘' 

' , valid and honorable. / i f { ■ \¥ a * l d> bitt which I believe to be wholly 

1 to reiterate, someof the^uorafTnrt^th^.< to '^ h ? ‘^itnaHon ai\hand. I shall be glad 
-'1 explained when Vnm“, beforeTfi ^Udo.s bv- wbich I try to liv'e whifb 
hegrtedlv in ihe-brotherhood of^man •^thaf we^ore h Tn,S f ee ^ , 1 he,, eve. wholb- 
"batever wavs we cari. nnd to lie heineri - fi,' e .bere to help one another in 
one. of_the deepest, safisfa'ctions we enn hni-o^T nT' 1 ^ 6 *« ot iT erfl is a source of • 
dividual^within the .framework of the h„ andAhs^ fr ? edom of.the-in- ' 
attained-hv free access to kndwledge and Vrnih^ r^I - X ^eedom can best'be 
■ opposed to all forms .of discnminatioWna B ^! nf erence.-,therefore. I am 
.ever I believe in.the basic goodness^ Amien nnd"^ P . °V ny !?roimrts what-/ ' 

, the human race, giveh an oniArt,mi?v^oAl^ ekI -^ I ^.^ tenHa,itv ‘? 0 r. ' 

. I believe that peaceful and Honorable settlement of fAAAm an<1 hearts , ' 
only possible hut. imperative-: that war ifbnrill f j;f M WK ' i . situations, is not 
less. I believe -firmly in. the -United sp.t„'„ r .‘f \ tupid, uncivilized and need;-, v 
upon which.it, is founded—The Declaration of TTifit niel a < ' a > " 1 ' 1 in the documents- , 
I believe itjs every/citizen’s dutv to' unhold 1 ^ a "f th ® ( J° ni, titntIon. 
States. This duty 1 have performed' ■ these ^oeuments and the United 

ok" wxawaspfe issf* * *-».». - siibinie a .i ^;..; 

fiunliflcnfions as a .librarian been ouestiohid^nor- Tr„Ac ’jv e Professional . 
individual. .The issue seems to he whether or dot L A “'J* 1 ' ' nv integrity as an 
.means of livelihood and his conscienS^m^^ 


4 


- ' t 


X , r- 
f 


■ \ 

' > 


J ! 


1 

< / f- 


i 

1 V V 
> 





t 


v 


v > k' 

t \, 


7 


7 > ! 


'V ^ 




k ■ 




36 VBZ-LTNO 

if. has been suggested that 7 state my political belief* and association*; and 
this, of course, l have refitted to do If the firm of the committee* in sincerely 
to point oat “clear (turf present danger ” to the United State*, hit the twite# he 
earned to the court* where they may he properly disposed, of , according to due 
proficw of law It would went, however, that tin* in rod the aim of the corn- 
w fifteen Tt would seem, rather, that they choose the* method to further 
personal political a min: and to weal en the country by the engendering of mas# 
hysteria and fear. 

The immediate situation, of vital, concern to me, nuttouUy, is the question of 
• my reinstatement. It would seem that failure to reinstate me would indicate 
a basic disregaid for the rights of private conscience Although he is speak¬ 
ing specifically about academic freedom. / fhini the remarks of Professor 
Howard Arum ford Jones w the current (June) issue of the Atlantic Monthly are 
pertinent here “I aw alarmed by the common acceptance of a situation w which 
responsible and intelligent administrators not only place the morality of the 
state above the right of private conscience, but go beyond the state hi depriving 
witnesses both of thou immediate jobs and of any prospect 'of future jobs in the 
profession for which they have been trained, . . the situation thus developed 

by the administrator# inevitably puts a premium upon the informer and penal¬ 
ise* him who docs not believe it right to endanger the fortunes of other people" 
What ever the decision of the Board. T trust it will he a decision based on the 
consciences and beliefs of the individual members of the Board for the best 
good of tlie library and the country; a decision reached without fear of reprisals 
and public opinion In a sense the issue'is a far-ravhine: one in that it concerto 
not only me as an individual, hnt also every individual in the country. The 
decision made by the board will become an instrument for good or for evil, not 
only in this commonuea 1 th, hnt thioughout the Nation. 

i S ]' Mary Knowles 

The documents submitted to the committee during the hearing by 
the Fund for the Republic, in accordance with the subnena that had 
been served upon the Fund, were public documents in that they were 
available for review of anyone. This is true, even though the docu¬ 
ments were not reproduced in full in the committee's report. As is the 
procedure of this committee and, of most of the committees of Con¬ 
gress, documents submitted in this manner have always'been avail¬ 
able for review by the press. The press reviewed these documents and 
one radio commentator elected to fjuote a document over his nation¬ 
ally syndicated, radio program. The Fund; even though it advertises 
itself as a champion of the Constitution and Rill of Rights, was 
offended by this action on the’ part of the radio commentator. They 
therefore elected to deceive the American people by charging the com¬ 
mittee with irresponsible action in making the documents which they 
produced in public session, available to the Press. By telegram to the 
committee oh August .7 and by press releases, all of which" were paid 
by the funds of a tax-exempt foundation, the Fund for the Republic 
accused the committee of: 

an inexcusable violation of the investigative process, that you 
should have made available to a radio commentator, docu¬ 
ments obtained under subpemi from the Fund for the Repub¬ 
lic that were never made a pa it of the record. The Fund 
- cannot be harmed by vour irresponsible use of this material, 
but the prestige of Congress cannot fail to be damaged by 
this abuse of the powers lodged in you. This is another 
example of the lot-and-run tactics pursued by you and Mr. 
Walter in your dealings with the Fund for the Republic. 

In attempting to defend itself, the Fund for the Republic has used 
tactics which are similar to the prosecutor asking the witness whether 
or not he lias “stopped beating his wife. 55 If the committee uses 
accepted processes in making documents available, which documents 
have been submitted to it in open public session, then we are accused 
of making documents available which the Fund contends are not “a 
part of tlie record”. Had the Committee refused to make the docu¬ 
ments, available to the Press and to the radio newscasters, then the 
Fund for the Republic could accuse tlie Committee, as >t has done 
in the past, of withholding from the public information and thereby 
accuse the committee of being guilty of censorship. 

The committee staff, in reviewing the minutes of the Board of the 
Fund for the Republic, noticed that at the meeting in February, the 
board accepted criteria which should be followed by officers of the 
Fund in making awards such UvS those made to the Plymouth Monthly 
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Meeting, re Mary Knowles. At a conference between the staff of the 
committee and counsel of the Fund, the details of this criteria were 
requested. Counsel Webster, in his letter to the committee of July 2, 
1957, denied that there was such criteria adopted, and submitted copy 
of criteria which was adopted by the board on May 19, 1955, the date 
upon which the board approved the award to the Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting. This is another example of the Fund refusing to produce 
information on the claim that the records were not accurate in their 
reflections. 

We have outlined above, the facts surrounding Mary Knowles and 
her appointment to the Jeannes Memorial Library. We now ask that 
this award be again studied in light of the criteria which was adopted 
on May 19, 1955. We also ask that this criteria<be examined in light 
of the activities engaged in by the staff of the .Fund, in order to sell 
the Plymouth Meeting award to the American people, to the radio, 
press and other media. This is the criteria submitted' to. the com¬ 
mittee by the Fund and represents the item which the employment of 
Mary Knowles met in order to justify the award. 

“ («) Outstanding. The performance must be unusual, not generally dupli¬ 
cated by others in the same circumstance. 

“(fc) The Significance The example must be of kind to inspire emulation. 

“ (c) Valid. The performance must be relevant to Fund’s aims. 

“(d) Courageous. The performance must have involved some risk of money 
or of standing.” 

According to Fund Vice President Ferry, “P. Hoffman wants to 
see this on the front page of everything.” In order to fulfill the di¬ 
rection of the boss, the staff of the Fund went into immediate action. 
Joseph Lyford, the Fund’s top propagandist, went to work even before 
the Fund for the Republic announced its award. Look, Collier’s, The 
Reporter, Time, Newsweek, and Life, all national magazines, were 
filled in with the Fund's version of the Plymouth Meeting controversy. 
The instrument used to notify this media, including Eric Severeid of 
the Columbia Broadcasting System, was an edited version of the 
Maureen Black Ogden report. On the west coast, Halleck Hoffman, 
son of Paul Hoffman, who was on the payroll as an assistant to Presi¬ 
dent Hutchins, made contact with John Henderson, chairman of the 
Intellectual Freedom Committee, of the American Library Associa¬ 
tion. Henderson agreed to review the award and a copy of the edited 
Maureen Black Ogden report was submitted to each member,of Hen¬ 
derson’s Intellectual Freedom Committee. So sure was the Fund of 
support for this award, by the American Library Association, that 
July 6, the date of the actual award, was decided on by the Fund be¬ 
cause the American Library Association was meeting in Philadelphia 
from July 4 to July 11. 

In editing the report which was submitted to the Press, Radio and 
Television news sources, in addition to the Intellectual Freedom Com¬ 
mittee of the American Library Association, Maureen Black Ogden 
included false statements relating to the circumstances under which 
Mary Knowles was separated from her position as a librarian in the 
Massachusetts community, together with the nature of the investiga¬ 
tion made of Mary Knowles by the Jeannes Memorial Library Com¬ 
mittee, including the statements made to the committee by Mary 
Knowles befpre slie was originally hired in 1953. The. edited version, 
like the original, continued to place the entire controversy upon Mrs. 
Philip L. Corson. While this section of the edited report is almost 
word-for-word, a copy of the original, the report deleted the false 
statement of the original which reads u One of'the agents [Federal 
Bureau of Investigation] told Mrs. Chappie—not for publication— 
that Mrs. Corson must be a ‘crackpot’.” It is assumed that the fear 
of a libel action on the part of Mrs. Corson, because no agent of the 
FedeTal Bureau of Investigation made such a statement to Mrs. Chap- 
Tie, was apparently the motivation for the removal of this sentence. 
The edited report also deleted those statements which we have previ¬ 
ously referred to, which dealt wjth the fact that the Jeannes Memorial 
Library Committee felt that “such an award would symbolize outside 
public opinion supporting the decision of the meeting” etc., and there 
was substituted merely the statement “Today Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting is still firmly opposed to.the demands for Mrs. Knowles’ re¬ 
placement, in the belief that the right to be silent is equal to that of 
freedom of speech, press and religion. It was in recognition of this 
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courageous defense of individual liberty that the directors of the Fund 
for'the Republic^ made an award of $5,000 to Plymouth Monthly 
Meeting. 55 ^ 

Apparently the magazines, radio and television stations contacted 
by the.Fund, looked upon the project with some misgivings. Whether 
they suspected, as the Philadelphia Inquirer, found in its editorial on 
July 20,1956: 

the House committee’s 'hearings have, sliown us how Plym¬ 
outh Meeting was split Over the hiring of Mary Knowles, 
and how, the Fund for the Republic intensified the bitterness 
and dissension by awarding the Plymouth Quaker Meeting 
$5,000 for what it termed resisting “outside,pressure* 5 for 
dismissal of the librarian. u 

While we have not made a search to see to what extent these 
mediums covered the Plymouth Meeting award, it is evident that the 
desires of Paul Hoffman were not realized. But the Fund for the . 
Republic is seldom outdone. Not meeting with success through inde¬ 
pendent news media, the Fund used a television news clip service, 
which it was financing, to publicize its award. * , 

In order to be prepared with a television news clip immediately 
upon presentation of .the award on July 6, the Fund for the Republic 
borrowed from the news director of WCAU, Philadelphia, film which 
related to the Plymouth Meeting. This was rushed to “Telefeatures? 5 , 
Los Angeles 14, Calif., with whpm the Fund, using tax-exempt money, 
had a contract to produce TV clips. The film from WC’ATJ was then 
edited so that it, together with a statement from Paul G. Hoffman, 
was presented to television stations throughout the United States. 

The television news clip was marked, for release at 4 p. m., July 6, 
1955, the precise hour and date of the award. The covering announcer 
ment to the script and film-states: 

The attached film clip is supplied to you as part of an 
experiment on the part of the Fund for the Republic. The 
purpose of this experiment includes determining whether the 
Fund can be of service to news telecasters, and thus augment 
j news coverage involving aspects of civil liberty or racial or 
religious discrimination by making available him reports of f 
current newsworthy events. * * * . ' 

The news release continues, the deceit of the Fund in connec¬ 
tion with this award. Not only does it fail to state that Mrs. 
Knowles was charged with being a member of the Communist Party, 
but it states only that sh^ was a secretary, and ah office secretary at 
that, of a school \vhic)i later was upon the Attorney Generals list. 
This is what the release actually says: / 

Criticism first arose because of Mrs. Knowles 5 past position 
as office secretary of the Samuel Adams School in Boston 
from 1945 to 1947. This school is oh the Attornej^ General’s 
list of subversive and Communist-front .organizations. When 
Mrs. Knowles was questioned about her political activities 
in 1953 by the Jenner Senate Subcommittee,, she invoked the 
fifth amendment / She was then discharged from her post as 
librarian in Norwood, Mass. 

While the stafcipn^ were not given the full story, those stations 
which showed the film did not give the viewers the full story., The 
news dip was silent except for that part which contains the statement 
of Paul G. Hoffman. The script which accompanied the film, con¬ 
tained ^dialog for the announcer during the silent portion ofthe film. 
f According to this script, after the film had fun 7 seconds, there was a 
scene of the interior of the Jeannes Memorial Library. As the interior 
of tlie library flashed upon the screen, ^there was this narration: 
“Around a librarian who once invoked the fifth amendment, and later 
refused to take a loyalty oath.” * * * We clo not know what was con¬ 
tained in Paul Hoffman's narration. The Fund for the Republic has 
denied that it has a copy of this TV clip and are unabje to supply a copy 

because this was a production of Telefeatures. iLwas inferred to the 
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DWn in^nlr^- W ’l i ? t has h W ned with^respect to the Fluid’s cam- 
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pee, .so Maiueen Black Ogden wrote John .Henderson a letter. 

inf fnf/jT T lfnitte d «? de ’ to c ommend Plymouth Meet- 
in^, tor its stand, we would certainly be gla'd to have vou ' ' 

Black’ogdeii! “TTf «>''Wednesday, wrote Maureen ’ , 
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(. is . Inconvenient, I am sure that a Plymouth Meet- 
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poses and program clearer to the American public/' Frank K. Kelly 
is a vice president of the Fund for the Republic. The press release 
announcing his appointment as a vice president and the short identify¬ 
ing biography, which accompanied the article "The press and the Fund 
for the Republic”, list his qualities*—newspaperman, former adminis¬ 
trative assistant to United States Senators, and, a veteran of World 
War II* Kelly’s job with the Fund was, according to him, the job 
of making the public understand what the Fund was doing. Accord¬ 
ing to Keflv, the people did not understand what the Fund was doing, 
because, 

some radio commentators and newspaper columnists* were 
misrepresenting the Fund, and some leaders of the 1 American 
Legion were castigating it. Some Members of Congress 
also had attacked it. 

The Fund and, its stalHnive a peculiar double standard which guides 
them. Guilt by association is unpardonable when one questions the 
motivations of an individual affiliated with a Communist-front organ¬ 
ization. To charge that such association makes the individual sym¬ 
pathetic to the aims and objectives of the organization is unpardon¬ 
able. Equally unpardonable is to make charges through anonymous 
associates. On this latter point, the Fund states as its position “How 
can we check the reliability of the informant or the information 
attributed to him unless we know his identity?” These rules do not 
apply when the Fund attacks through its minor, hearsay, gossip and 
insinuations. We siiall see later, in the blacklisting project under 
John Gogley and the case studies involving security, by Adam Yar- 
molinsky, these rules do not apply. Cogley even invoked the protec¬ 
tion of the Constitution to escape from complying with the Fund’s 
own ground rules. 

Kelly, in his article, bad the job of attacking those that ques¬ 
tioned the propriety of the operation of the Fund. He charged that 
the press (we assume all the press that he did not comment upon 
favorably) had “failed to discover that Mr. Walter had a personal 
motive in launching the investigation*’’ Thereafter, the personal 
motivation was described as two items. The first, .a complete mis¬ 
representation relating to the question of immigration which this 
report shall deal with under the subtitle, “Influence of Legislation.” 
And the second point related solely to one member of the staff of the 
committee. What made this stuff member Karl Baarslag, so objec¬ 
tionable to the Fund? First, and the Fund will say this is not “guilt 
by association” he was “a former staff member of I he Senate Investi¬ 
gating Subcommittee under Senator Joseph R. McCarthy.” And 
second, he was on public record as objecting to certain operations of 
the Fund for the Republic. 

* Frank Kelly also devoted a great deal of his “The press and the 
Fund for the Republic” to an attack upon the magazine “Newsweek.” 
Kelly attacked Newsweek by two methods: He attacked their truth 
by his misrepresentations. While there are many illustrations of 
this, one will serve the purpose. Newsweek in its article dealing with 
the award to 1 Plymouth Meeting, reported that the award was*made 
in support of Mary Knowles “who pleaded the fifth amendment 
rather than testiabout prior Communist associations.” Kelly 
wrote: Here are the facts. ' 

The Library Committee of the Plymouth Monthly Meeting 
employed as librarian a Mrs. Mary Knowles/ after checking 
her references and learning from Mrs. Knowles that she had 
pleaded the first amendment in a congressional hearing. * '**'* * 

Mary Knowles pleaded the fifth amendment, and Frank Kelly now 
admits that she did. ‘‘It was a typographical error*” Kelly now says 
about the “first,’’ as it appeared in his article. 'But how do the people 
who believe that Newsweek’s facts were in error, know this was now a 
typographical error? 

I . 
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* Kelly, however, was not satisfied to attack Newsweek with misstate¬ 
ments. His coup was to quote an alleged Washington correspondent 
pf Newsweek as nis faceless, anonymous informer. Kelly wrote: 

The Newsweek story, which appeared in the July 2 issue of 
the magazine, shocked and saddened me. I was in Washing¬ 
ton when the magazine came out. , I went to see one of the 
Washington correspondents and protested: “This is a terrible 
story. It has a lot of glaring errors in it. It’s full of bias 
and distortions.” He said [Faceless Informer] : “I think it’s 
lousy myself.” 

The committee staff is unable to locate the “Newsweek” correspon¬ 
dent, We wonder if this is a typographical error as was the First 
' Amendment reference, re Mary Knowles. 

There is more to the Kelly article with which we will deal during 
the examination of John Coglev’s, Fun financed, blacklisting project* 

' BLACKLISTING 

Political blacklisting was the title given to the project by John 
Cogley in his report to the president of the Fund for the Republic. 
In July 1956, public hearings were held by the committee. John 
Cogley, the director of the project, was the principal witness and the 
only witness from the Fund. Also heard by the committee were 
individuals possessed with knowledge of employment practices in 
the field covered by the report, namely, movies, radio, and television. 
These latter witnesses condemned Cogley’s report as false, biased, or 
misleading. The hearings have been printed and are now available 
and for this reason the testimony will not be dealt with in any detail 
in this report. 

The committee, concerned with our national security, has been 
interested in threats to this security through infiltration of various 
walks of life. It has examined the threats to our security through 
the infiltration and control by Communists, of the later movement 
in local and international unions. This area brought it into contact 
with unions acting as bargaining agents for crafts represented in the 
entertainment industries—movies, radio, and later, television. The 
sensitive nature of radio and television, and on a lesser scale, movies, 
brought these industries within our scope irrespective of union affilia¬ 
tions. During these investigations hundreds of members of the 
Communist Party were identified. i 

Starting with 1951, the staff heard of “blacklisting” and we investi-. 
gated to determine what it was and how it worked. We found that 
( “blacklisting” was a phrase primarily used bv the Communist Party to 
pressure for the continued employment of a fellow Communist or 
his reemployment if he had been fired. Tlie committee’s position on 
this subject was expressed often. The annual report of 1955 stated: 

* * * Major networks do have a policy of not hiring enter¬ 
tainers who have been identified under oath as Communist 
Party members, or who themselves have appeared under oath 
and refused to answer questions regarding party members. 

* * * Most networks which have used entertainers who are 
members of the Communist Party have done so because they 
are unable/to establish such membership. 

Investigation shows that, if an entertainer was not used by 
the networks, the reason lay in information which directly 
related to the entertainer's Communist Party membership 
or deliberate support of Communist causes. 

On the other hand, the net works properly do not deny em¬ 
ployment to an entertainer who might have innocently be¬ 
come involved with a Communist-engineered activity. 

Even prior to the committee staff’s investigation of the Fund, much 
information and evidence was presented relating to the Fund's inquiry 
into blacklisting. If the information supported the evidence, this 
project was built on bias. It was designed to reestablish employment 
opportunities for members of the Communist Party in the vital area 
of radio and television. 

Concerned with the objectivity of this project, we requested per¬ 
mission to review the report or reports which related to the Fund’s 
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Tnyestigatiofi of blacklisting. We { were hot concerned with the yiejws, 
of ah author, as we were subsequently charged. The facts were our 
rconcerrt then and remain our only concern even until today. Our 
.request was* made of the Fund long before the’ two-yolume book by,, 
the project director, Jo,hn Cogley, was printed. Cogley and his reports 
to the Fund would Ifave been subpenaed long before they were, except 
for bur belief in the representations made that the reports would be 
- delivered. They were not delivered to the commkteeVmt.iljtliey were 
printed as a two-volume book. In order to misrepresent the commit' 
.tee’s inquiry the Fund asked: ^ 1 \ 

Should a man be summoned before liis elected represents- 
tives>to defend or.explain a book he has written or divulge the 
confidential sources of his .information. 20 * ' 

so pri.fjn rel<*upR hy John Cogley, .Tuno 28, 1056. 

The committee's first inquest for the Fund’s report relating to 
blacklisting was made during the end of April or the first of May 
1056. The first request, made by a staff representati ve, was'apparently 
ignored. Oh May* ,22, the st^vff renewed its request for the report 
through Fund ; Counsel Beuthel, M. Webster. Counsel Webster ad¬ 
vised that, while he was authorized to deliver the report additional 
time for submission was requested, this additional time bein<r neces¬ 
sary because the report was being renewed for accuracy, fairness, 
etc. To document these facts, we reproduced a letter signed by 
Counsel Websteiydated June 21, 1056’' 

At my meeting with, you and Mr. Baarsing in your office on 
May 22, Mr. Baal’s!ag spoke of 1 the Cogley report.on black¬ 
listing in the entertainment industries, to winch he had re- 
# fjgrred at our previous meeting. I responded that I was au¬ 
thorized to deliver theTepoi% provided that it, was made clear 
that publication had not yet been authorized; that the report 
was being reviewed for accuracy, fairness-, etc.; and that 
premature release or publication in any form would be highly 
prejudicial to the author and the Fund and to industries, 
institutions, and persons concerned. 4 I explained that it was 
expected that, subject to such Inspection and revision, the . . 
report ^vould be published, but that I would appeal to the : 

, committee, through the staff andlhe chairman, to agree fully 
to protect the report or to grant additional time, for submis-^ 
siotn After some discussion, you kindly agreed to withdraw 
the request for the report for 80 days/ " 

„ point we call attention to a press release of the Fund, as 

issued on July 10,1D56. We call attention to this release, here because 
we feel that Counsel Webster s statement, “that publication had not yet 
been authorized” belies^the claim that Cogley was hired to write a 
book on his findings. His status was thafrof a director or consultant, 
of an inquiry into movies, radio^ and television. His reports cannot 5 
^attain a different status in order to protect them from a legitimate 
inquiry. Hutchins,however, did give these reports a different status: 
in his release. His supreme court for this purpose was the Washing¬ 
ton Post. Hutchins, expressing complete faith in the journalistic 
integrity of John Cogley, went on to state: J ' - s \ 

The Fund regards the subpenaing of Mr. Cogley to justify 
his study before the House Un-American Activities Com-. \ 
mittee as an unprecedented invasion of freedom of thought 
and expression m the United States. 

We believe the vital issues at stake are clfearly cited in an 
editorial which appeared in the Washington Post today, 

July 10. We quote: , < ' 

The Constitution expressly forbids Congress to make any law abridg¬ 
ing the freedom of the press, and implicitly it forbids Congress to 
y abridge freedom of the press by calling an author to a mint for what 
he has written, Freedom of the press would be very seriously abridged 
if writers stood in fear of being haled before a congressional committee 
* whenever they expressed opinions on controversial issues. Statements 
in the report have been challenged by certain individuals ; whatever 
the merit of these challenges, Congress is not the place to resolve them. ' 
Moreover, the Un-American Activities Committee has no business try- 
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ing to make a writer reyeal mimes which 1 ,bc lias undertaken to keep, - 
iii confidence:* Freedom .of the press would lie Keriousljr abridged if 
eh mm it tees of Congress ignored ,the obligation of repo rtehCto; maintain' 
the confidential tty of sources of inforiimtion. 

On May 22,1956, the Fund “had not yet authorised the publication.^ 

1 I 11 less.than BO days, or by June 21, the report was authorized, sub- 
junitted to the printer, edited, and printed. ■ _ y 

Did the actions of the Fund constitute a delaying tactic in order to 
> offer- the, Fund and Cogley the freedom-of-fhe-press excuse as a Yea- / 
spn forVitlihoIding information which could establish the bias of the 
Fund’s inquiry? The Fund may deny this', but'the facts clearly show 
that they misled tire committee through misstatements of facts. To 
reach publication before the committee insisted upon the report of 
investigation, the Fund even spent, additional, tax-exempt money. 
This is cpnfirnied by a document which ^relates to Supplementary 
Appropriation for Study of Blacklisting, dated August: BO, 19561 ' 
Reflecting that the money charged to the project will reach $lil,090, 1 
the document, detailing some* of the additional items of expenditure,- 
♦reads:: * 1 ^ . ‘ ' ‘' ' 

The remainder ($14,318^ is accounted for by acceleration 
of the publication, date and expenses incurred in connection 
wijh the House Un-American Activities Committee hearing, ' 
on this'report. ' ( w ^ 

The Fund on -this project purchased the,services of* at least two 
newspaper clipping bureaus to\obtain clippings of new t s coverage of ■ 
the cdnmnttee ! s hearings: We ftiave commented on this use of tax- 
exempt money pre\nously. ’ The above document also reflects that 
Edward f Engberg was conducing an analysis of,the' testimony and 
: -.of :the press-coverage r or reactions tq the study lit-a cost of $2,000. 1 1 
In spite of the above, Hntcjains wrote the committee: ' 

i- The Fund for the Republic Regards the methods employed 

in dealing with tliis project ; of tlie Fund as grossly unfair. 21 - 

f ^ L«ttvrfi tof•*Jtil v la. 105jf5i ‘ ■ 

We have set forth only a few of'the facts now in the committee’s 
-possession; let usdoqk at a-few additional ones* Remember that any 
omissnpi of facts on the committee staff's part results from the refusal 
°f the Fund or.John .Coglev4o make them available. The Fund claims ’ 
they dohot have them; John Cogley savs that lie will not produce 
them, because lie must defend the freedom of the press,;' ~ • 

In each of the two-volume published reports on blacklistingtliereHs 
reproduced ^foreword in tlie name of ,the;Fund for the. Republic by 
1 aid \t. Hon man, chairman: - limit around the theme that neither 
tlie author nor Finid/indicts or recommends,' the foreword stalls by 
expressing am alarmed citizenry over loyaJty.security tekts of people 
m prjvafe industries. * . . ; , ‘ r ^ 1 

Most/Americans are convinced that loyalty-security in¬ 
vestigations of- people working for the GoWnment in » 
sensitiye positioiis or seeking key Federal jobs are necessary 
to piotect the Government from the infiltration of persons k - 
wlo 1 , r 9 1 1 ? 1 ^ tv y to destroy it. But when loyalty tests are 
applied by private groups/to people jn private industries— !L 
and jpeople are barred from jobs because they are“hontro- 
versial '—many citizens become alarmed. 


Tliis is set, forth in the. light of the Fund's published findings which 
grew, out of the Stouffer project. It wW written In light, of "the con-' 

February ° 16 ; t n)s 6 0f ^ , Fm>d ad ° pted at a meeting of the board on 

, be a ' ld ’ s t,ie P. 7 , 1 'ey of the Fund that no member of ' 

®P c * mniv,n,s t Psirty will be employed for imy’purpose.: and 
No former niember of the Communist Party and 110-person 
^lio has pleaded, -the .fifth amendment in relevant circum- , 
stances will be employed for any purpose or receive a,grant- t 

° e?Cept *“* ‘(“"W’rov.l of 
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^ Tt i?P‘. forth I 1 "; Moments of the proponents and,opponents o'f 
' blacklisting and observes that— 

. "1 ,* 1 e foreword also points 1 out that the study was initiated 
m September 1954—when many Americans had becomeidis- 
turbed by- the revelation of blacklisting practices in the 
radio, television, and motiompicture industries. 
the facts around which the arguments raged were largely 
unknown. ° ° J 


. It also observed: 

It was not even clear whether.blacklisting system actually 
existed in the motion-picture, radio, and TV industries; If 
it existed, it was not known, on what principles it worked, 
wlio controlled it, how accurate were the criteria it applied 
in screening Communists and prOrCommunists out of the 
industries, what were the motives which might have contrib¬ 
uted to its growth. lieyond the somewhat rough-and-ready 
disclosures of the various investigating committees, there 
m ns little useful data on the nature and extent of Communist 
influence in the industries; on.the effect, if any, which it had 
exerted on the output; on the extent to which the Communists 
themselves had engaged in blacklisting practices: or on nu- 
rneious other facts essential to formulating anv answers for 
the issues of civil liberties here involved. The subject was 
being debated, in short, in a vacuum. 

I"? as tlie Fu " d fr* th ? Republic is concerned, blacklisting was 

before S e iT S i r r e 1 atm 4 th . e F,md * lf became a reason even 
befote the Hollywood studios obtained their published blacklist* that 
is the blacklist Jjphn Cogley found. The printed two-vdlume book 

Fund stTted Uy ’ J ° U1 ( ' ogJey ’ 111 ll]S re l >ort to the president, of the 

a S e J abl -bed .blacklist in use in the Hollywood stndios-is 

i, f fi 1 il OUS ">V ,ied as mer "bei-s of the Communist Party 
before the House Committee on Un-American Activities dur- 

™*£ h ® OT? 1 ‘b! 95 ?’ I 952 ’ a, . ,d 1!)r,; b These names were 
made mailable to the industry, in the annual reports issued 
by the committee for the years 1952 and 1953. A few names 

rKaml S'* * r ,U5ttee * S l>,ief H ° 1,yWOOd 

i' e * s /n 'vrite, the above, together with the additional first. 16 
prfntetl vol5meT gUl f ° Hl,tehina » were dfelet ? d the 

Contrary to the published two volumes, and Co<dev‘s testimonv 
rw eiU I l fclia .t the blacklist consisted of only the names of Communists’ 
those identified under oath as being members of the Communist 

• tj£?uiiS e iqSr r t t l int ’# OUt8, M the "fr«»llywoo<I 10." none were iden¬ 
tified until 19.>1 therefore, blacklisting, as used bv the fund must 
. have commenced after the committees 1951 hearing ' ’ 

n 0, ‘ ( ^'t‘*ber 4, 1951, the Fluid for the Kepublic was authorized bv 
he Ford foundation The Hotfman-Huteluns docket o he trustee 
defines the proposed objective of the Fund in language which makS 

arHvrit'fhefoil'iM k'rt J “V’ l 9 f >2 docket > more closely 

S?nn £ if 0 te t l a 5? a * n P t,on of the disease and the pre- 

scnption for jts cure. Wrote Hoffman-Hutchins: 1 

Since the threat to the individual who holds, or is accused 
of holding minority.opinions—ior in some field, to one who is 
merely controversial—is the loss of his job, the Fund could 

w - ich 800,1 persoiis be suf - 

^\ith the actual incorporation of the Fund in December iqko 

*T m * 

em lp/L n . hlS hov T evei '= was like other areas of inquifV 
K l A? fii December, built on ignorance. The Directors in setting 

intotheS^ 
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they proposed a thorough study and investigation to obtain knowledge 
for their own information and as a background for further work. 
Considering that the existence of cbnimunism and Communist in¬ 
fluence was a major factor in their plans they proposed to undertake 
research into the nature and extent of the menace. 

As early as April 1953, the director of the Fund expressed interest 
in infiltration of Communists into private industry including the 
entertainment industries. On June 30, 1954, 15 months later, the 
director who considered the subject as urgent in December 1952, 
finally got around to an authorization. The authorization was twin 
jointed in that the study of Communist infiltration was authorized as 
a part of the history of the Communist Party project, while “black¬ 
listing” was referred to President Hutchins for a recommendation. 
In view of Hutchins’ position on the subject of blacklisting,” it was 
not surprising when on September 14,1954, he recommended the proj¬ 
ect, and the directors appropriated $100,000 to carry it forward. 

Without the basic knowledge of the extent of infiltration of the 
entertainment industry, the Fund felt it would be able to judge em¬ 
ployment practices with respect to Communists, The Fund had con¬ 
ducted no research, yet Hutchins, September 14,1954, recommendation 
to the directors stated: 

It is an area in which there are many flagrant cases in 
which persons of undoubted competence have lost their posi- . 
tions because of charges, often unfounded,.aboult their politic 
cal opinions. * ‘ * ; * * » >t: : 

The opinions of members of the Communist conspiracy are again 
only political. The director proposed by Hutchins was “Bosley 
Crowther, a motion-picture editor of the New York Tiroes.” The 
statement of Hutchins supports Jack Gould’s review*6f the two-volume 
report laiter published by John Cogley. 1 Writing of the'background 
of the study, Jack Gould wrote: . >' • : 

But Mr. Cogley : s report is not without a number of faults. 
Primarily, the Fund tor the Republic was at a disadvantage 
in sponsoring such a study. Its feelings oh blacklisting 
were common knowledge before Mil Cogley.began hik* study. 2 ? 

" N«av York*Tinier July t. 195(1. 

The Fund claims it has no documents relating to Cogley’s replace¬ 
ment of Bosley Crowthers. In conversations with r the staff of the 
Committee on Un-American Activities, Fund Counsel Webster was 
unable to tell how Cogley was hired-or the terms of HiS employment. 
But what was the reason Hutchins recommended the blacklisting 
study? Not tp inform the Fund but rather, “an, investigation now 
of blacklisting ’in the industries mentioned might lead to changes in 
policy on the part of employers''and unions/* 2,1 • '* J 


38 Kpcominpudutiniiu for board section, St'ptcnibcr 14. 1954. 

Test of political opinions was not only the approach of Hutchins 
but of the project director, Cogley. In the first six pages of his 
report to the Fund relating to radio and television, Cogley repeatedly 
tied blacklisting into political opinions. This opinion, like his opin¬ 
ions expressed in the deleted foreword of-the movie section, could 
have again been the reason for the deletion. Illustrations from the 
deleted/section 1 are as follows: 

* * * Prior to 1950, hiring in the radio-TV industry was 
based largely on talent alone. In rare cases, politics did enter 
the picture—a few sponsors refused to employ certain well- 
known personalities because of their political reputations, ‘ 

* § * * or when he was avoiding controversy * *. They 
did this by prechecking the political associations of all 
, questionable performers. * * * His references to professional 
political consultants, or to some of the larger agencies as¬ 
signing high-ranking executives to the job of political screen¬ 
ing, 24 

In spite of the fact that the “political” interpretations of the Com¬ 
munist conspiracy, as held by Hutchins and Cogley, were hidden 
from view, several news sources, read these interpolations through the 
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entire two-volume report. When the Cincinnati Enquirer editorially; 
found that the report was an attempt to “whitewash communism ,by 
depicting it as another,political movement, 5 ’ 25 it received a letter from 
the Fund. “Nowhere in the study is there .a single statement which 
could possibly justify your description of-the report as 'an attempt 
to whitewash communism by depicting it as another political move¬ 
ment’ wrote Michael Harrington on the letterhead of the Fund* 

« A re U.V lM , to ’rrenirtenr of th« Fund for the Republic. 

-’" ihe Cincinnati* Enquire*. July 1,1956. 

, 4ja The Cincinnati Enquirer, July 2o f 1950. 

Harrington, as we know, was Cogley’s assistant. Later, Elmer Itoper 
wrote the Enquirer setting forth excerpts from editorials favorable 
to the study. Whether these editorials would have been favorable if 
the Fund had made all the pertinent facts’available, no one knows. 
It is questionable in light of what we found, which is. reproduced 
hereafter. But irrespective of this can a tax-exempt foundation en- 
* * n activities of condemning those who disagree, while commend¬ 
ing those agreeing with the IfuhcL 
Thd Motion Picture Herald, a trade publication expressed its views 
' editorially on the two-volume report in its issue of June 30' 1956. 
IVliile the entire editorial should be considered for an understanding 
of its editor } s views, we shall touch only on that portion which charges l 
a bias on the p^rt of Cogley, “Mr. Cogley’s report, in many instances ' 
is neutral against’ what the industry has done, and is doing,?’ said 
Ihe editor of Motion Picture Herald. “His views were known when 
he was selected for the job for which lie had no other noteworthy 
qualifications, r the editor concluded on Cogley’s 1 background, 

J Hutchins in recommending the project stated there were “many 
flagrant cases” yet the printed two-volume report does not list them 
' unless we are talking about identified members of the Communist 
Party; Jack Gould in his review which appeared in the July 1, i956« 
Times found that: ‘ " ' 7 5 

’' the report takes recourse too much in undocumented and 
anonymous material; damaging allegations are made against 
specific persons without substantiating evidence. In at least 
two instances, Mr.-Cogley’s report did not ask those who were 
■ damned for their version of a specific incident. 27 

- 1 -- i , 

21 New Vorfe Times, July 1* 1956. 

A piess conference was a part of the Fund show in releasing the 
two-vohune reporf. Will Lissner covered this conference for the' 
.New York Times. In his story on .June 25, 1956, he deals with the 
report contents and its factuality. Lissner wrote: 

However, Mr. Cogley in a prepublication interview con¬ 
ceded that Ins report contained hot only factual statements, 
but also judgments, interpretation, and conclusions. But he 
explained that he had tried to keep nonfactual material to a 
, . minimum. v 1 — 

How much nonfactual material was needed to make the printed 
(•Avo-volumes conform with .views of Hutchins and Cogley.,. The 
News of Julyt21=, 1956, contains an article, Fund for Re¬ 
public Survey Perplexing, mile this article, like the Motion Pic- ■' 
ture Herald editorial should be reviewed in its entirety, we shall quote * 
on the conclusion which relates to nonfactual material. Wrote Paul 
t .Patrick : l 1 v s 

To representatives of a union adversely effected by the re- , 
port, a Fund employeej who helped draft the document has"' ' 
verbally acknowledged several' important errors of fact’bit 
one page of volume No. 1 and has offered to correct them in ‘ 
an affidavit. This makes one wonder if there could be so 
many factual errois on just 1 page, how many errors are there . 
in die rest of the 312-page'report?'* ' .. ^ 

To obtain the objective facts the committee subpenaed John Cogley 
2}i ‘facts we received.were thbse contained in the'two-volume 
Fdl reP ° rt l ie f a ^t' s were evidently in the possession of John 
Cogley s anonymous sources, the “faceless informers” of the Fund 
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for the Republic. To permit us to investigate and determine the true 
extent or employment, practices,, we asked John Cogley to identify 
these individuals spread through his two volumes and identified' only 
by their occupation. In two cases ;we were successful. In all others, 

1 re 1 s P on( ied, It is,always difficult for a reporter to, namesourees 

that he has promised should remain, confidential.” Coglev asked 
whether he would be required Mo name sources and members of the 
■committee, feeling his status conriparable to,other newspaper reporters, 
excused him from naming-sources. Congressman Jdcksori rioted an 
exception to his position when he stated 

■i think a distinction, should be made as.between a workiim 
, member of a free AihericaiV press respectingMlie source of "fois 
information and one who compiles a work, is paid for.the 
compilation of that work, and the work, is done for a founda¬ 
tion whicli is granted certain privileges by the' Federal 
Government, from a tax standpoint. ' ' 

v committee*staff conducted additional investigations:. After es¬ 
tablishing by evidence that Cogley’s status was -notthat of an iiidepen-.. 
dent journalist, but/was closely'allied to a private investigator who 
investigates and reports to his employer, the committee .issued a sub- 
pena calling for him to produce certain documents, called for in the- 


iie uccgueu ms.position, Wrote-Cogl'qy:, 

but, I will answer ho more questions about anything I have 
written imd-publishdd. I vvijl not supply you with the docu¬ 
ments you: demhnd. Cbgley’s position, he claimed, was based 
on the fact that he prepared this-Book as.'a free journalist 
Jiving ui.a free country. ^ s 

committee after Cogrey’s refusal asked the Fund for the Re- 
Thp lnf!^- 16 T ^his was a project of the Fund itself. 

hl ^i d - b T ' Co S le y w ere employees of the Fund' 
fZJt ? epnb i 10 * Thls has been certified by the Fund in its- with¬ 
holding tax returns concerning employees of' the Fund.' Yet when 
the committee requested the interviews conducted by the Fund’s em¬ 
ployees, Counsel Webster responded: . ■ 

. “I emphasized again that the Fund does not haVe posses-' 

. sion of any of the.confidential material on wliich Mi-. .Coglev 
based Ins report.” 28 ^ to , * 

a Letter to enmmltteii. dat<yl Jntj 2i 1057. , * 

./i7 nS ? lT ebster , wIli]e st *£“® that'the Fund has mo documents 
■ relating to thp employment of Cogley, claimed' that Cogley was em- 

us°Sso teS«T' Jpendent.jouwiajist.?’ Cogley, in testimony- before 
us, a/so testified he n as hired as a, journalist. Being a journalist was 

committed f r r ^ fusill £ 't? produce the document subpenaed' by’ the 
Oo ? e ^ la ® p lven the Government at least three descrip- 

one ea/fi 1 with 11 !- Q ^fir nt % Funcl ‘ 0,1(1 before' the,committee and 
one- each with his filing of tax returns for 1954 and 1955. In 1954 

In 1W? aTan^‘FrV aS - : Vr° nSU i lhlllt to tbe'Fl'nd for the Rephblie ” 
InJ" 55 ’ Editorial Consultant to the Fund for the Republic, 

If in truth he-were hired as a journalist, Cogley’s contract reserved 
for him no right .to publish his findings lxee,from the wishes of the 
Wft d ’ F nta ‘l hfay 1955 did the oflicers authorize. John Cbgley to 
oFtheFund - By NaVfiftber 1955 > the bffibers 

ScMster te d m.Misi Ji n h° g !^ a ^nteact'vith Simon & 

•ssssaas * 

In all of these negotiations, .the board of directors were officiallv 

tXdiS *Tr 195 - 6 ’ did directors £S7hanS 

St inf f of pogley’s investigation of blacklisting. Its end prof¬ 
it was a,two-volume report entitled “Political Blacklisting” *Both 
volumes were marked: A Report to the President of the%nid for 
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t.lie Republic." The board, minutes of January 6, 1956, reflects the 
following consideration of blacklisting: 

There followed a discussion of possible methods of. han¬ 
dling the report on blacklisting in the entertainment indus¬ 
try, prepared under the direction of John Cogley. It was 
agreed that the temporary information committee of the 
board would prepare recommendations on handling of this 
report, and that counsel would examine the report from the 
pohit of view of possible legal liability. The board will then 
receive copies of the report and the committee’s recom¬ 
mendations. 

On February 15,1956, Roper’s information committee recommenda¬ 
tion to print the report, was approved by the board. Two points 
are clearly evident £>y this action. First, the officers permission to 
Cogley to write a book on .the project findings, together with the 
contract signed with Simon & Schuster to publish, were without ap¬ 
proval of the board of directors of the Fund. Secondly, it is clearly 
implied by the action taken by the board that the findings, including 
the method of release, if any, was the sole responsibility of the board. 
Had the board voted not to make public the project findings, Cogley 
would have had no legal redress against the Fund. 

Even the manner of release and content was the board decision. 
Approved by the board was the Roper committee recommendations-— 

The report should be reduced in length, but not to such a 
degree as to omit significant detail or impair its usefulness 
as a serious, objective treatment of the problem. He [Roper] 
added that in process of revision careful consideration should 
be given to all statements bearing on the identity or reputa¬ 
tion of persons ref erred Jo, the elimination of names not re- 

? uired for understanding, and of course, the accuracy of 
acts stated * * *, ' 

Even the fragmentary evidence reported above makes a lie of the 
claim of both the Fund and John Cogley relative to his employment 
as an ^independent journalist.” 

Let us how return to John Cogley and his report to the president 
of the Fund and the edited version of the report, his two-volume 
book. Both reports revolve around the blacklist and the clearance 
men. .Botli are painted as evil by anonymous sources of information. 
We have related Cogley’s findings of what constituted a blacklist in' 
the movie industry, as set forth in the deleted section of that volume. 
In a deleted section of the radio, TV volume, the blacklist and the 
clearance men also are mentioned. Writing that, indeed, it is im¬ 
possible to speak of a blacklist.,” Cogley sets forth the sources checked 
to determine an entertainers employability. To determine this Cogley 
states that all employing agencies used the same procedure: 

A political check is made on prospective employees, usually 
by going over the Daily Worker, the reports of the, House 
, Un-American Activities Committee, the.Tenney Committee, 

Red Chanels, etc. The kind of evidence considered relevant 
is membership in various leftwing organizations (some listed 
by the Attorney General, some cited by Federal or State 
Un-American Activities Committee, some cited by private 
groups), the signing of petitions like the one for Willie.Mi> 

Gee, and any other activities which the public might con¬ 
sider “pro-Communist.” 

While stating that blacklisting is still carried on in the industry 
and a considerable number of writers and performers are regarded 
as unemployable, Cogley concluded: 

Only a few individuals have been blacklisted throughout 
the entire industry. Most have found it possible to get work 
at one agency or another, this or that network or packager 
though they are blacklisted elsewhere. 

What a striking variance from the condition portrayed in the pub¬ 
lished version. But why the different portrayal of the blacklist? 
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v Gould it be that the blacklist was tlie vehicle* yvhiph permitted attack 
upon the* clears nee men or theprocedure of denying employment -to 
members of the, Communist Party ? In an unpublished section of 
volume 2 v Cogley wrote: ? 1 ^ \ ' -> * 

Once blacklisting was institiiiionalized^ra/system of “re- < 
3iabi li tation" was developed., It. was presided over, by an 
informal “board of directors.” ^ " * -s’ ^ 

Was the Fund’s'com plaint against the refiabili tfatiqn of Communists? 

J The hoard of directors of the rehabilitators were identified as “men 
well known'for their anticommunism, .usual adherents of the politi¬ 
cal; .right.” ,It ; would appear that the Fund’s *cofhplaint,centered 
around something entirely different front blacklisting. This must be 
so, because by examining both versions of Obgley’s report we learn 
merely that blacklisting was .the denial of employment to, only a’few. 
individuals iiidnstrywide and this constituted institutionalizea\black- 
listiiig. Clearance "men became individuals known for their anticom¬ 
munism and who were engaged in rehabilitating Communists. 

' What other changes were made in the published version to detract 
* from the clearance men ? The published version deleted from the de¬ 
scription of Jtun^s Francis O'Neil, director* of American Legion pub¬ 
lications, and who was characterized by fhc Fund as J a clearance man: 

He served with distinction inf he Mexican border campaign * 
iii 1916-17 (as a member of the x lst New Hampshire Infan¬ 
try), in r World War I Jas an infantryman commissioned'in 
' the, field) and in World War II (in the Southwest Pacific-as - 
r special assistant to JohnJj. Sullivan, Assistant Secretary fpr < 
Air). For a timeJhe was one of the most highly respected 
* cops in the UnitedvStates. v When O’Neil was chief of police 
in Manchester, N. H./fehe.city won national attention for the 
high caliber of its law enforcement. • / ■ 1 

v ^The other Legion official; tagged as a clearance man was Lee Pen- 
J nington. Deleted from the^description of Pennington were those 
items of background which proved false ^the characterization of him, 
by the Fund. In tlie deleted portion we read: ,, ' *, * 

Pennington's original appointment, asf director 1 of tlie 
Americanism commission (he stepped down to the'assistant 
director post in September, 19.55) was an effort, in the opinion 
of many who follow Leafion politics, to improve the Legion’s 
' always precarious ptiblic relations. His predecessor, a man 
named Karl Buarslug, had been widely criticized for. being 
altogether; too rigid and inflexible in establishing the tests of ■ 
“Americanism.” ,It is rumored, too. that, many of the*com T 
nnssioiKS^supportefs fell that Baarslag, like the stormy junior 
Senator from Wisconsin, was given to causing more stir than 
Hvas really necessary. < In any event, professional* observers 
from, ^ther pressure/groups in Washington—among them 
groups which take a dim view.pfrOany of the Legion’s activi- . 
ties—credit Pennington with infinitely rnore restraint than 
his predecessor showed, * * * . ^ * 

Pennington served in .France during the First World War - , 
and was seriously worm (led in the;Argonne Forest. Before 
joining hp, lye had been graduated a mechanical engineering, 

, riuijdr from the V diversity "of Maryland. After the war lie 

went back tbfhe university ? took-'a degree'in accounting, and / 
joined the FBI. Hespeaks'of his;m il itary experience with a 
noje of bitterness, like many of tlie fairly select grfoup who. 
were sent overseas during that war and paid a high price for 
1 what turned out to be a short-lived peace. * / 

'.' Running 1 counter to- tlie bitter streak, however, is a strong 

sentimental one. . , v 

\ \ ■ ’ 

Fven Vincent Hartnett and Jack, Wren, who received tlie mapority, 
of the Fit ml’s hdverse treatment as clearance,men, had a side of their, 
character deleted. Iir the-deleted portions we find this description* 
pf Hartnett: t „ 

.. Since then Ate has become a key figure in the blacklist con¬ 
troversy and described himself as a “supervisor of produc-. 


i, 


50 VBZ-LINO . , 

(ions'* at Lord’s. But people who worked there at the time 
remember him as an assistant director. Among other duties, 
Hartnett was in charge of getting permission to use names 
and stories on “Gangbusters” from various police depart¬ 
ments. 

Some of Hartnett's fellow workers recall him ns an in¬ 
tensely serious, rather humorless, highly industrious worker. 

In the gregarious and normally extrovert atmosphere of show 
business he was widely regarded as somewhat strait-laced 
and puritanical. 

He spent long hours at his desk. One person remembers ' 
an occasion when lie became quite indignant because a vulgar 
remark was made in a lady’s presence. Hartnett still gives 
the impression of being utterly serious and nervously intent 
on doing the work he has cut out for himself. 

The treatment of Jack Wren was similar except, the deleted item 
related more directly to the subject of inquiry. This reference, which 
related to the first president of the Fund, Clifford Case, reads: 

Wren gets credit for a number of Herculean feats of what 
has been called “consent engineering/*' It may be supposed 
that rumor in many cases has outstripped fact. Yet Wren 
did, presumably with B. B. IT & O. approval, if not assign¬ 
ment, maneuver New Jersey Senator Clifford Case's public 
relations in 11)54 election when Case’s campaign was threat¬ 
ened by charges that his sister had once been associated with ‘ 
Communist causes, r 

Truthful facts were deleted when the Fund portrayed the clearance- 
men in roles cast by the Fund. False items were used in the printed 
version to build a sinister reputation for them.- Many of the items, 
alleged to be factual, were proven false during the committee's hear¬ 
ings. Hereafter we shall expose as false additional Fund alleged 
facts, which were used bv them to attack the character of those whom 
.the Fund chose to cafl “clearance-men.” To do this-.we must again 
review Oogleyls position before the committee. We must also try to 
determine the reason behind his'position. Was it to protect his 
confidential sources, or was it to protect bis misrepresentations of the 
facts, or was.it a combination of both ? 

We shall first examine the truthfulness of his claim before the 
committee that the only reason individuals were identified by their 
. occupation rather than name, was because of confidential assurances 
which he* or Fund employees gave, not to divulge their identity. 
First, let us merely compare tlye report to Hutchins with the pub¬ 
lished two volumes. In volume 1, page 131, we find a reference to a 
letter written by “Z. Z/ ? In the report “Z. Z r is fully identified as 
Burt Lancaster. ^Tn volume 1, page 134, we,find a reference to “one 
Hollywood star.** In the report, the star is identified as Danny 
ICaye. In volume 1. page 144, we find a reference to “TT, n prominent 
character actor/’ In the report, “IV 5 is identified as Whit Resell. In 
volume 1. page 152. we find a.reference to “an executive in the Kramer 
Co/’ In the report, the executive is identified as Geoige Glass. 

Also in volume 1, page 146, is a reference to “X. Y~,-a prominent 
dramatist-and scriptwriter.” Not only does (lie published volume 
conceal the name, but by the addition of the word “typical” changed 
the entire meaning from that contained in the report. As published, 
the paragraph reads on page 146: 

A typical if especially difficult case was that of X. Y., a 
prominent dramatist and scriptwriter. The studio was one 
of the largest, the “expert”, Roy M. Brewer. 

This same paragraph in the original report to Hutchins reads: 

One of the most difficult cases, was that of the prominent 
radio-motion picture writer Norman Cotwin. The studio 
was MGM, the “expert” was Roy M, Brewer. 

In volume % page 43, we find a reference to a “witness.” In the 
report, the witness is identified ns Welbourn Kelley. In volume 2, 
page 170, we find a reference to “J. PL” In the report, “J. H? 5 is 
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identified as Judy Holliday. Also, ill voluirie 2{/page 118, we find 
a reference to “an-actor.’’ This actor, according to the published' 
volume, had been .solicited by Jack Wren “foi* a letter attesting that 
he had helped the porformer exonerate himself.’;' The report 'identi¬ 
fies"the actor as Luther Adler. We shall show that not only, is the ac- . 
custation that Wien solicited a letter from Adler false but. that the-' 
•Fund had no evidence; upon .which tp make the charge, <except,iiigr 
hearsay, ■, s * . • *’ t ’ 

ait ~'r .J .1 _ 111* 1 3 _ ...1th h n.1 J i JnvtLfiAO. i+ tn+li- 


influence ifself. ’ In’ volume 2? page 14k, reference is, made.'to Allan - - 
E. Sioane’s testimony before the committee in January 1!)T>4. We - do 
not .intend, to argue aboiit the Fund's interpretation of SIoai\e’s;tesfcjV • 
moiiy-4“thnt the actual Communists'in Jbe industry, though de,df-. 
dated 'and active, we re. few at nll-t lines”—>ve desire only to printhere- 
. a portion deleted from the published v'olhihein order to document the* 
propagandiinatureof the published reports; . . 

' ,■ Sloane.himself was; in contact, with,the'Teiidets'of,the Com¬ 

munist faction’and'histestimony 1 indicates no great.nuinefi.cai . 
strength. It does, however* give 1 the picture of. an extreme . 
dedicated /arid active group of Communists at work in £htf 
' \ talent unions^ .. • . . 

Further information on party activity can be'.gained from 
'various art,icles'which liaye appeared in the Daily Worker. 

These, of courte, were never very specific as to names,, but 
t they do show that the party ’tried to;create a .wide periphery ' 
for itself arid was concerned with building lip an effective •- , 
Communist bloc in radio. Anti-Communists in'.the industry , 

.got the'sftme impression. • ' ’ • ,,' 

' In dealing with those individuals Whom the ’Fluid,cried were vie-"'' 
tiriis of the madklisA, they pointed Jo the background of the individuals 
as a riiethod of condensing their inability, to Obtain empfoyirient: I pi 1 „ 

’ll * .1 • jsV . _jV *_J .ilL ___ J! 4.U-V 


Roderick B. Hdtmgren. ‘ In’devoting a page to this former radio 
commentator, the published volume Permitted Mm to tell ho>v he, 
was fired in September, 1947 because Tie had “followed a CTO line.” 
This firing cmdd nof liave been on thei basis of an' #nfrlabor policy of, 
his station because, at the time he was, fired, Holmgren was. sponsored 
by>£he*A/F; of L. ; The Fund left his real background and reason 
for his being fired hidden from,the public it was supposed, to educate, 
qjhe published versioh did Pot report that Hoimgren had- been t a wit- , 
ness before the Senat^Internal Security Subcommittee .on October 9, 
19521* It further did not repoi;t that Holmgren invdjced the £ftli 
amendment in refusing tor answer questions’ relating to his Communist 
Party membership, or Chatliis Communist Party card was reproduced 
in the printed transcript which wag-made public'by the subcommittee. 
/Cogfey’s claim that he.cannot, divulge source‘because of confidential, 
assurance wliich he and the ’Fund employees gave those Interviewed 
is a lie/provable .as such, by Cogley himself.' . Advertising Agency 
Magazine conducted’an investigation of; the Fund s s two-volume re- ■ 
port, on bla^listfrfg* The results of its iinvestigation were* printed » 
Jn two articles*which appear .in its issues of November 23 and De¬ 
cember ^ 1950/ Many ilmstrations of misstatement^ errors,- or 'de-‘ 
libeT*ate niisrepresentatiohs were .uncovered by-the editor of AAM 
and were set forth in the articles. On DecerribeV .17, 1950, John 
Cidgley wrote the editor of AAM. The letter followed, several con¬ 
versations and constituted^ transmittal of documents which ’Cogl§y 
felt would supporting position oh some"point/n, conflict. What did 
Cogley transmit with thisletter of December 17? "Nothing less than 
documents which identified additional anonymous individuals front 
his-printed volumes on blacklisting. These were some of same indi- . 
victuals, v^hbm he under oath, before the committee in July 1956s 
"testified that he could mot identify hecause he had given them con¬ 
fidential assurances. 'Also‘transmitted were documents which the 
^ommittee/on tin-American Activities subpenabd in April-1957. 

* 'These documents were subpenaed only after the committee stuff learned 


i 
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that Cogley had suppl ied documents to A AM. In addition,, when it 
learned that Cogley had offered to the editor: “This is all I have for 
now. But there is more material, boxes and boxes of it, which cam 
be made available.*’ - 5> 


20 Letter to Itolmrt D. December tT, ta5(» 

To further examine Cogley's claim that he had given assurances, 
let us examine two documents turned over tp the editor of A AM. 
In the course of the Fund's investigation of blacklisting, Cogley ob¬ 
tained a document from Philip Horton, senior editor of the magazine 
The Reporter. The document obtained 7 by Cogley from Horton we 
shall call, as does Horton, the Fairfield notes. These werej-aw notes 
and, as Horton advised Cogley in a Tetter of December 27, 1950. “I 
do recall stressing the fact we had never undertaken to check back 
the accuracy of the memorandums either with Fairfield himself or 
with other sources.’' Horton complained fo Cogley on several occa¬ 
sions about both, using the notes without 5 verifying the accumcy of 
their contents and showing .them ,to those outside the .Fund. After 
first assuring Horton he had' shown the document to no one outside 
the Fund, Cogley finally wrote Horton on December 17. 1956, after 
having shown tile document, to the editor of AAAf. Wrqte Cogley 
;with'respect to assurance not to divulge: ‘ 

^ You will recall that although T assured vou I \iad not shown 
Ythe material to anyone, I made no promise at that tiipe that 
T would not. : T Ttftve po desire to show It.to anyone but when- 
my reticence‘is used against me as it was in the A A story 
T am given 4 no choice. *The same goes for either material in 
my possession. * * * 1 ,J ' . 

Compare this with Cogley's sworn testimony that he had given his 
sources assurances tlujt they would remain anonymous. 

Cogley used the Fairfield notes in his published two volumes with¬ 
out even checking with Fairfield, their author. The note3 were used 
.tofirst establish Fred Woltman, a reporter for the New York World 
Telegram and Sun, as a leading clearance man.. They were used 
secondly to report false happenings involving Jack Wren. The pub¬ 
lished report, after describing Wren as one of the top clearance men. 
set forth how he had “blown his top” .because consideration was being 
given to Albert Einstein endorsing Lucky Strike cigarettes. Even 
though Einstein was a pipe, and not a cigarette smoker, the Fairfield 
notes contained this statement regarding Wren: 

* * $ after B. B. D. & O. had been asked to submit a list* 
of 20 “unusual names” they would like to see endorsing Lucky 
Strikes, Wren had blown Ids toj\ upon finding such names as 
Robert Oppenbeimer, \lfred [Albert] Einstein, etc. * * * 

Cogley also furnished the editor of AAM with Fund employee 
Engberg’s interview with Jack Wren, and Fund employee Davis' 
interview with Luther Adler. These documents, together with the 
Adler letters to Wren, have been obtained by subpena. The back¬ 
ground for Coglev’s submission of these interviews was as follows. 
In the published volumes, Cogley utilized the perjured testimony of 
Harvey Muttisow to establish the existence of a blacklist. Volume 2 
reports that Matusow testified that “be helped Wren set up a similar 
list (blacklist)It further reported that Wren, to overcome the 
Matusow charges, “got together with a batch of letters certifying his 
fairness in judging blacklist cases.” For example, claimed tile pub¬ 
lished report, “he solicited an actor, a Red Channels listee, for a letter 
attesting that he had helped the performer exonerate himself.”/ 
Advertising Agency magazine, in the course of its investijgation, 
identified the actor as Luther Adler, a task which would have been 
unnecessary if Adler's name had not been deleted by the Fundi Its 
editor interviewed Adler, who denied furnishing Wren a letter as 
described in the published report. 

Therefore, Cogley, who refused to make these documents available 
4 to the committee, furnished them to the editor of AAM, In sub- 
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he ever requested*” 

In connection with the interview 


with Adler, Cogley wrote: 


, You will note that Adler speaks of writing the letter and 
reaffirms that, Wren asked for it According, to vour story, 1 
Adler now denies that he was ever asked to write it. 

The Eri«berg memorandum reports first on statements made about 
Wren hy .Arnold Forster, identified with the Anti-Defamation League.. 
Forster ad v i sed En gberg: 

Wren obviously had been in some trouble with bis^ own 
agency ns a result of H. Matusow’s testimony in New Yorks 
•Federal court back on February 15, [1955]. In the course of 
testifying on a motion for retrial of 13 convicted second- 
string Communist leaders, Matusow had said that earl yu[ 

. 1952 hejiad helped Wren set up a'blacklist of radio and lY 
personalities, and characterized Wren, as B. B. D. & U. s man 
m charge of security and clearance. Forster guessed a IT this 
■ 'from a pall he had gotten from 1 Bother Adler, the actoiyw bom 
Forster hand helped clear and had through Wren placed oil 
the United States Steel-Theatre Guild of the-Air.. Adler, 
understandably nervous, wanted to know from Forster what 
was up. Forster suggested that what Wren wanted was some 
sort of testimonial that he. Wren, could use to protect himself 
against the inevitable charge that lie was blacklisting* people 
indiscriminately. Adler, according to Forster, then called 
' Wren and was asked for a letter thanking Wren for having 
cleared him <* * *. 


Engberg, armed with the advice of Forester that Adler had called' 
. Wren and was then asked by Wren for a Tetter, then-interviewed 
* Wren. Engberg reported that Wren had one letter from Adler. 
Without even requesting permission to reitd the fetter, he further 
reported: . *■ {V 

Sure enough, he produced Adler s letter thanking him fop 
having helped his clearance, and just as inevitably. I asked 
him whether he had solicited the letter. He allowed as how 
lie had, but that that didn't make any difference, ^because he 
should have gotten the letter anyway, and actors were Some¬ 
times ungrateful people. 

Harriet Davis interviewed Blither Adler and this us what she 
■reported, based on the interview: - , 

He said that Wren had “helped” him and asked him re¬ 
cently u did I help?” and Adler replied in the affirmative. At 
this point, as I recall after publication of the Matusow hook, 
Wren himself needed help. Wren asked Adler to help him, 

“if you feel like helping me” and Adler did. He wrote a 
* letter indicating that >Vren was of assistance to him, and so 
forth. (Ed [Engberg] lias detailed information about 
this.)* 0 


w ' Interviewed' not***. May 20. lyOo. 

Sometime after the memorandum of interview was typed, there was 
added to the first sentence the words “in-writing.” Harriet Davies did 
not see the copy of a, letter to Wren, even-though her meinoi ajtdmu 
reproduces the text of many letters. The circumstances under which 

Matusow made his charges are now even in variance. 

This, however, was the basis for the big'ease whicli the Fund and 
Coglev built around Matusow and Wren. The evidence is of course 
the letter itseTf, but the Fund employees were not interested in the 
bc??T cv i den cc. 

The letter itself, which was the only letter received by Wren after 
February 15, 1955, speaks for the accuracy of the Fund’s report 
louder than any additional comments by^ie committee. The letter 
dated February .24, 1955,-reads: 'u ‘ 
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Luther Anum, 850 Seventh Avenue, 

■ New York City , February 2.}. 1955. 

Mr. Jack W^ren, 

Batten i Barton, Ditrxfine & Osborn, Inc .* x / ’ 

4&3. Mari won Am:., New York. 

Dear Jack : More tlian a year has passed,since I <?aine to you and I quite frankly- 
told you, I, didn’t know exactly why r seemed to he locked out of my profession. 
At that time, you very kindly reviewed* niy case and when you found and showed 
me certain allegations which f l assured you were utterly false, yon generously’ 
assisted aie in disproving those allegations. You may remember, I did this with - 
substantial documentary irrefutable evidence which I later forwarded to the- 
proper authorities in,Washington, ** * - 

Immediately thereafter, doors seemed tcv open and as a result of our interest 
and cooperation I secured several Important engagements: Studio l. Theatre 
Opild, the opening show-on General j Elecirie and one or two others. 

However, Jack, for the last 5 months I again seem to be locked out of TVJ ; 
My agent and others tell me that there seems to be some pressure exerted against 
me—not as much ns before, but some, which is. keeping me out. I wouldn’t 
bother you at this time if it weren’t, for (1) I seem, to have no alternative, 



^you that. I pot ohly received excellent press notices for all my .work hut I also 
: received; two betters from the president of the American Broadcasting Co. com-, 
pH meriting me forlnjy )v«d*k and welcoming me on the network. 
r And so, Jack, sin^eyou.’were a good f Mend to me before when others, did not 
extend t heniael ves so free!y, be a gpbd^.frigpd tignln, please. You must know how 
grateful I am and sha^l always be. \ , ; *•*"’/ ^ 

Sincerely-yours, ,, ; i- ?‘H**'. . 

1 . ? ‘ ’ . s , j /s/- Luther, 

Coglfeyalsol furnishecl'to the editor of A AM. a document .which he 
described as “a running account of the ^Sidney Lumet case.” This ’ 
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ments, it is necessary to return to the published report. 

On page 63 of published volume II, in a sectionfdealing with clear : 
ance at Colurhbia. Broadcasting System, there is dealt with the case of. 
“a director;?\ The director is Sidney Lumet, according to the-docu¬ 
ments Cogley furnished the editor of AAM.“ Cogley has by now 
identified another individual whom he testified before the committee 
he. eouldrrt/ ■ The facts as reported on page 63 relating- to Sidney 
Lunietrread: ' . ‘ 1 . . " 

i s, * 

In one case, a director was signed for a show and actually - i 
used. Subsequently, there were protests from Lawrence 
' Johnson in Syracuse. Johnson had been told by Harvey 
<f?l . Matusow that the director >vas a Communist. Matusow 1 
/■ v>J.qlaimed he had seen him at party meetings. Meetings were 
*.*’ arranged between the sponsor, some prominent “anti-Com- 
mynLst,” including Sokolsky and Victor Riesel of the 
.,'^Hearst papers, Matusow, and, the director in-question. As 
- /‘' soon as he met the director face to face, Matusow admitted 
he had named the w r rong man. . Nevertheless, it was impossible 
to obtain a clear-cut. retraction from those who published 
f tlie charge. * • ' t* - 

; >; A show .became “tough” after a number of mistakes were 
► Vmade and protests mounted. *, .Political screening was more/ 
careful then, and those who cpuld work ofi other shows .for 
. the same network could not be used. “Hanger” fell into this 
-category; so.did “Justice:” In the case of “Danger” a threat 
, from the Veterans Action Committee of Syracuse had been 
enough : to convince everyone that special precautions wei*e 
necessary. ^ y. • * < 

♦ Sidney Lumet was tlie almost permanent director of the show 
“Danger”, The protest made against “Danger” was based on the 
number of Communist Party members cast in its productions. With 
respect to the ‘‘political” screening by the Block Drug Go. after “a 
threat frdm'fhe Veterans’Aption Committee of Syracuse * * let’s 
look at page 47 of volume 2. f Writtfep in a chapter Cogley created to 
stress his impartiality, “Danger” is again discussed. Writes Cogley > 

* * ' * there are shows where the employment record iiidi- 
. cates a constant use of people associated with the left wing. 

In 11150-51, “Danger” used performer’s like L^e Grant, Mor- 

- - . ' . '’ V X : 
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ris Carnovsky, Alan Munson, Lou Pol aw, Jfth'n Randolph,. 
Elliot Sullivan and others wha have been accused of being 
antagonistic to the right wing 


SjtM Jfc 



identified Communists/- a fact known ,to Cogley. All lfacT appeared 
before,the 1 conhnittee^and/r^fusfed to answer questions relative to their * 

v"'* ‘ • . Y-k . » L 1 * i • . rm '• 1 1..._ n _1_ ‘ __ 



ConununisrParty after the, release of the.pnblished-volume. 

. Lawrence Johnson’s protest was based on the facts found by Cogley 
constant use of people associated with ( the left wing.” Johnson, 
however, called them by their true name.; namely, Communist Party 
members. * Johnson'V/complaint against Lumet ^ya's, because .as di¬ 
rector he was casting known Communists. The Jifatusow item also * 

. varies from Cogley’s report." y Matusow did not fell Johnson Lumet 
was a Communist. What. Matusow did tell Johnson, as reflected* 
by the Block Drug Co. records widely were made,available to a Fund’ 
employee, was “a photograph inf Life magazine Of, Mr. Lumet re¬ 
sembled an individual who I knew to be a jmember of the Communist 
,Party.” 51 , This was the reason for-the confrontation. ,Yet on the • 

_ 1 '* s ' - ' “ \ ’ ' 

. | l Matusow l^tt<T a(li1r«»s*M»i1 to MwlvDrug Co . November 21. 1U32. / 

point, the published report erroneously places-;George Sbkolgky in 
, attendance. , ’ / f - f , ^ 

In conducting its investigation, the Block Drug Co,' incurred* ex- / 
perises. Tlieir file reflects the nature of these.expenses. The largest 
(expenditure was ro reimburse aiv individual who was brought into 
the case by Arnold Forster, the announced public relations expert of’ 
Cog lev's published report. In connection with' the expenses paid to r 
this individual, the Block Drug,records indicated without verification 
that he had in turn made monetary advances to other individuals. 
Without makipg a single inquiry, Cogtey made anonymous references 
to "’the alleged transaction as. a footnote item in volume 1. The com¬ 
mittee has investigated this alleged money'transaction. All individ¬ 
uals, including officers of the Block Drug Co., from whom‘all records.- 
were subpenaed, * were-interrogated: t No individual v received any 
money except the‘individual' introduced into'*'the: case/bv Arnold' 
Forster.- * ’ , . . V . * 

- Wrote;Cogley in the footnote on page : 130, volume 1/ 

1 * ' *’ ’ - * , , i \ ' X s * 

VVhen, not long ago. another newspaperman,in the East accepted a generous 
check from .ii radio-television sponsor as a'• “token'of appreciation" for helping 
out in a “clearance" case. y Sokol sky was deeply disappointed. He* told the> 
sponsor in no uncertain term*Minit he thought his ^colleague «as-oat of line 
in accepting such a “token," > His disappointment inusf have been comxxmnded 
when he learned that the..colleague’ claimed he (broke down the Jour-figure ‘ 
.“token” into smaller “tokens* and sent.them around to* other “clearfUiee" men. 
in order to create good will for the company. , * j o / 

Not only was the false information used in the published report. 
But, again,-without any afternpttb verify, the information was pointed, 
up in the transmittal to the editqr of t AAM. “I, have Withheld ,it 
up until now,” wrote Cogley,/‘because Ldid not want to involve the 
people named in it in a sensational affair.” This noble gesture, was 
concluded with the reasoning “but I have now reached' the point 
where such consideration no longer moves me. ^ What; was Cogley’s 
reason for bringing to the attention 1 of N the editor of AAM the alleged 
money transaction ? It served twoqmrposes., One was to indict Karl 
Baarslag as a clearance man, and, secondyto establish a,motive fqr the. > 
committee’s* hearing into blacklisting. Tn this connection Cogley ) 
.\vrqj»: ■ ■ ' ; • 

Karl Baarslag, now staff member of the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities, was at the time a director of the 
1( Americanism commission of the American Legion. Mr. 

Baarslag did the investigating preceding the F i und hearings 
' last summer. 
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The editor of Advertising Agency magazine sought verifiearui.„'of* 
the representations made by Coglev. His inquiry of the Block Drug 
Co. .was answered by letter dated January 10, 1957: 

Our file was opened to Mr. Cogley's reiavsenrafive ill complete confidence for 
fclm purpose of background understanding only, not for actual use. For good 
and sufficient reasons, we asked for and received a pledge that what was learned 
from it wonlii be kept imiolate. Those reasons still obtain. 

1 do not understand wh.\ Mr. Cngley permitted you to see*this material in* 
contravention to liis pledge to us. 


A copy of this letter was sent to Cogley on the same date. Wrote 
the Block Drug Co.: 

The attached letters speak'for themselves. 

I want to star further that we are deeply disturbed by the apparent violation 
of the understanding* that we had as to the confidential nature of-the material 
that we showed yon. 


It took Oogley until January 31, 1957, to respond to the letter of 
January 10. Was he sorry-for breaking his agreement* with*the Block 
Drug Co.? He was not. Taking a stand similar to his position with' 
Mr. Hoiton, lie denied the agreement. Wrote OogTey: 


Tt is ironic now to find that 1 have become the villain of the; 
j)iece, and that for breaking a supposed promise I never actually 
made. 


The evidence set forth above proves bevbnd doubt that John Coglev 
in appearing before the committee in July 1956 gave deceitful tes¬ 
timony. While we do not contend that his representations about 
protection of confidential' sources constituted perjury, a,s defined by 
law; it was nevertheless untruthful. We find* that the Fund with 
respect to the status of Coglev and'the interviewers has deceived the 
committee. Cogley's willingness to he cited for contempt of Con¬ 
gress over his refusal to product^ "the documents subpenaed in 1957 
was a necessary choice on his part. He could not afford to have the 
falsities of his published volumes exposed. i 

•Typical of the exposures which an examination of the records of 
interview would make possible is found in the case of “a leading 
actress” reported on page 173. The,actress, identified in the published 
volume on “Rndio-Television”‘merely as “Miss IT.,” was confirmed by 
Coglev during his 1956 appearance before the committee as Ufa 
Hagen. Ufa Hagen subsequently appeared before the committee in 
a staff consultation. During her sjvorn testimony, she was asked about 
, an Interview by-a representative of the Fund for the Republic. Ad¬ 
mitting the interview, she was asked whether this quoted information' 
was accurate: 

( * 

Jii November 1954. MKs H. was involved in plans to star <>n a TV dramatic 
show. A short time before rehearsals got underway, the producer called and 
asked ln*r to withdraw; voluntarily. HU office, the producer explained, had taken 
some chances on ‘‘riskv people.” and now thought it best to ‘‘mark time” for a 
while. He assured Miss H. he would use her as soon as things let up. She 
agreed to withdraw*, hut there were no more calls from.tills producer. 

Under oath. Miss Hagen denied that the events as reported by Cog- 
ley hadVyer happened. ^ - 

.Coglev and the Fund for the Republic chose to cover their dis¬ 
honesty from the people and the Congress bv hiding it under a blanket 
marked “Freedom of the Press.'* Until now they have been suc¬ 
cessful: so successful, in fact, that they used tax-exempt money to 
reproduce a booklet which the Fund titled*“Editorial Comments on 
John Cogley's Report on Blacklisting.” Tliis booklet contains edi¬ 
torial reproductions from newspapers throughout the United States. 
Typical of the Fund, the booklet did not include some unfavorable 
editorials. Just bow many the word “some” encompasses, this com¬ 
mittee does not'know. But the Fund does because its dipping service 
returns, would have included .them. One such editorial is known to the 
con unit tee staff, namely the editorial which appeared in the Cincinnati 
Enquirer and about which this report has already commented. While 
excluding the editorial, the Fund booklet did include from the Cin¬ 
cinnati Enquirer of July 31, 1956, an article by syndicated columnist 
William IT. Hessler which supported Cogley’s claim, for freedom of 
the.press immunity] 
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Fund \ ice President Frank K. Kelly, in his Nieman Reports ar¬ 
ticle, The P115SS and the Fund for the Republic, also supported Cog- 
ley’s press immunity claim. He attacked the World Telegram and 
Sun for its position of stating that Cogley was entitled to no such 
claim. Kelly, in his position of a Fund vice president, knew the facts. 
He therefore knew that Cogley was not hired a& a newspaperman. He 
knew that Cogley denied giving assurances, as we reported above. He 
further knew that identities were not withheld to protect sources. 
Vet he wrote that “The effort made by Woltman and the World Tele¬ 
gram to make Hutchins compel Cogley to abandon the journalistic 
tradition of protecting a source of information was astonishing to. me 
and to other newspapermen with whom I talked/* “They/* accord¬ 
ing. to Kelly, “could not recall anv similar attempt in American 
history/** 

Kelly also analyzed the testimony of Arnold Forster and made the 
observation that “Forster later testified that tlie quotations attributed 
to him were/accurate/* This was again a -misrepresentation of the 
facts. The committee staff will not attempt to interpret Arnold For¬ 
ster’s testimony, blit will quote him directlv as he was quoted. Forster 
was asked by Advertising Agency magazine: “Did the quotations 
which were attributed to von properly present what von had to put 
across?’* The December 7, U)5fi, issue of the magazine quotes Forster’s 
reply : “No! They wer£ totally incompFete.” According to the maga-, 
zine, Forster went on to say*: 

Tf T were asked to, prepare a statement on the subject, 
[blacklisting], if wottTd not he what was attributed to me in 
the Report. 

It is little wonder that *1. F.dgar Hoover. Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, would ’comment on a “Det*s T>ook at Con¬ 
gress’* interview with Congressman Kenneth B. Keating on July 22.. 

1050: 

* / 

Of course, there is a great deal of so-called criticism about 
what is termed' the “faceless informers/* T would just like 
to call attention. Congressman Keating, to the fact that some , 
of the/critics of that program, such as the Ford Fund for the 
Republic, recently issued a publication dealing with the 
blacklisting of performers in tlie entertainment world.'and 
when the writer of that report was called hpfn?*p a congres¬ 
sional committee last week, and asked the identity of some 
of flie sources of his information, he indignantly refused to 
disclose them. 

]\Tr. Roper did not. however, in the Septeniber issue of the Fund s 
Bulletin declare that Mr. Hoover had. like Congressman Walter, “en¬ 
gaged in a deliberate scheme to discredit, the Fund and its objectives 
in the eves of the American people.” 

This project"of the Fund is additional proof of how Fund money 
has been used to destroy individuals and institutions who have exer¬ 
cised any intuitive in fighting against international communism. 

LOYALTY-SECURITY 

The director of the Federal Moreau of Investigation wrote recently: 

* * * Certain organizations obviously dedicate their efforts 
to tliwart the very concepts of security. They vehemently 
oppose methods to gain this security and it is obvious that 
their aim is to destroy it. They protest that they are fighting 
for freedoip. but in reality they «eek license. Thev hypo¬ 
critically bar Communists from their membership, but they 
seem to hate all persons who abhor Communists and* com¬ 
munism. They claim to he anti-Communists but they launch 
attacks against congressional legislation designed to curb 
communism* They distort and misrepresent ami ridicule tlie 
Government’s security program. They lobby and exert pres-* 
sure on the leaders of Government both in the legislative and 
executive branches. 

Some such organizations are supported by tax-exempt 
funds. Others are infiltrated by a bard core of propaganda 
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ists, small but articulate, whose real aims do not represent, 
those of the hundreds of otherwise well-meaning Americans 
who have supported such organizations. * * v - 


' K!Th, ‘ I>P}ulI >* Mpiuu*(* of f'spiulo.TJhprals. Anmrleiin M»-rt*nr>. Jnminry 1!>5S. 

It should he made clear that Mr. Hoover did not speciticnllv-iiiime 
an\ organization in this categorv. However, committee investigators 
believe, as a result «f their studv, that much of what he writes is appli¬ 
cable to the Fund for the Republic. The campaign of opposition bv the 
runu, or persons appointed to its staff, to loyalty security programs 
ms been, as tound by Mr. Hoover, namely, to distort and misrepresent 
and ridicule the Government’s security programs. The Fund ha* 
accomplished this through grants and its own projects feueh as that 
directed by Adam Yarmolinsky. 

Interest in the subject of investigations of the lovaltv of Govern¬ 
ment employees was only secondary to the areas of interest as set 
forth by the directors in their Februarv 24. 1058, letter to the trustees 
ot the Ford Foundation. The Fund’s interest became intensified 
iuough d 1 rector. John Lord CFBrian, who had opnosed even the 

concept of a loyalty-security program years before the Fund was even 
created. As early as Januurv 1048, he spoke against the Truman 
loyalty pregranc The Yew York Times account of the speech before 
the Tvew York City and State Bar Associations stated: 

^ 1 ‘‘" er " , 1 Tn " 1 , l ; lrk a " <, V-sisl.uit Attorney (ieneriil OHrinn 

proRrnm' ,,resSP<i sfron 8 , >‘ «onHi<tiii K views of President Truman’* loyalty 

Mr. O Brill ns objection to this program was historical rather than 
political. It, was based mainly on a legal position rchited to guilt 
Py association. His position was based on a knowledge of the danger 

Fspiona"e C,a ’ * 16 revp ' at ' on f ’ u “ Canadian Commission on Soviet 

1048? iie 'S.liVecV ,>P ° Siti0n ^ Tmtm " lo -V a % Program in .Tune 

In fairness, it must he admitted that in our present perils 
we cannot be guided wholly by historical precedents. That 
our country has within its borders hostile agents, caniTot well 
be doubted. One of the most -startling and, in a sense, ap- 
palling historical documents of our times is the Canadian 
white book, relating the activities of Soviet, agents in the 
Dominion of Canada and summarizing the evidence' includ¬ 
ing the confessions of participants. It is difficult to read that , 
revelation without a sense of bewilderment at the uncon- , 
seionnble lack of ordinary standards of honesty and morality, 
similarly, no one can mid it without being convinced that, 
there must have been, and may still be, similar hostile activ¬ 
ities being carried on in the United States.'' 1 


* Tl ‘ kt " , “ l °'"lt 11} v^i.cititlon. I'.iillcrin .If Atomic Scientists June 1')48 

On April 27 and 2Sj 1055. Mr. O’Brian made two".speeches in op¬ 
position to the lovaltv-secnritv program, together with certain legis¬ 
lation such its the Internal Security Act of 1950. His lectures con- 

sVn.n rr i iarJrPfi a - ai ' ,st tl,c administration of the programs 
.Some of Ins chargeswere justified, but mam- were based merely on 
rumor, hearsay, and gossip about how the program was Sllv 

•u'lil Tmlivid T'f "' as '' ,! Produccd in a book, National Security 

and Tndn idiial Freedom, and was distributed by the Fund for the 
Remibhc to Harvard Law School Association members. 

I 955 °m»L I l''{ < 'i ,,n T a, Vo.'o i "- Lr Meet Hu ‘ "" November 20. 

. .)•> quoted John Lord O Brian as stating that the “issues of lovaltv 

. iiid security have been seized upon by unscrupulous politicians and 
sed as a political weapon Tins also lias been. the. position of Hntcli- 
ms. It Inis also lieen the position of Board .Chairman Hoffman 
Security Consultant W.ll.s. and the maioritv of Fund participants’ 
Adam \ armolmskv. selected to study the lovaltv-secnritv program 
lovalf? exce,> . t f " ,n ' ^ arniolmsky spoke of the citizens' demand for a 
Io\,lit,\-security program as one which was “fed by unscrupuloiis-and 
ambitions men, who did not hesitate to rewrite history or to revise 
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fii itlunetie. armdlmsky modified this statement at time of delivery.. 
As originally prepared, “was fed*’ read that the people's demands. 

° f an hy ' Steric! ' 1 ‘•“"“"d fed by uiiaoru". 

iJl'U;/ 8 Sil ”' e ^'d^nnolinsky referred to certain security cases' 
by lifting i)imor chargesnout. of context from either the statement, of 
chni pes or the hearing transcript. Misrepresentation for the purpose. 

hfor i"i llS ’ ",T' Ve ? 1la ~'°' v ’ t ,l ie motivation behind the print,- 

t).p ° yay . ( j a . ses ' ) nrinolmsky in his speech also accused 

the 1 fl<n\ with -prescribing what was considered bv it as orthodox 
conduct on the part..of Navy personnel. Robert 'Hutchins, in his 
Rerea College speech, described the Navy action as “no wonder that 
some.Government departments have set up guidance clinics in which 
their employees are taught, how not-to look like security risks.’’ The" 

^ 1 ,Ivi T- \ v . hich “Plumed ™ civilian-personnel in- ; 
stiactions and which advised them to study and seek' wise and mature 
counse! prior to association with persons or organizations of^any pol'iti- 
cal .91 civic nature.- 1 his advice was given, according to tlie Na-vv 
strii^onstecause ^th^sunple prihciples of go'od citizenship remure 

' wisdbm of ■EST" f °\ J re,1 -* n ' lldin g functionslie tempered wifi! the 
' S f 0 ,/ u11 knowledge of the real forces and aims beliind'them 
^ i ,1Ut " e ']: mei V nn g citizens will not be unwittingly led into, aidin" 
and promoting forces which are contrary to,their own basic beliefs” 

ed by Clifford Case during his presi- 
f,, y of - the Fund - , Cilse ) through the then consultant, on security 
mnttevs, was considering the creation of a citizens, commission to re- 

life we.^bl^r P ro £ ram - Prominent.figures from public and private 
life-weie m the.process of being invited to serve on such a commission 

t *j» «■* l-olitio.,1 office. Tlie consul,™,, SSph 

Volpe, who was well experienced m tlie field of loyalty security, re- 
Thei-eirftpr ^ renuuiied, t 11 at is, until Kolieit Hutchins succeeded Case. 
vXe Svi’J 1 ! to the, subject was abandoned. . 



%** , ,-* imparuai mciuirv and 

t ie01y we knmv v t] ^ Programs are wrong, so 

Hutchins’ position was similar to O’Brian’s, according to the min- 
\r? S ryn^ )0a,d of tl ' 1 e Fimd > dune 30, 11)154. At this meeting 
!! i n « R r ,n iv P i'T! deep concern about the long-range probleins 
loss of individual rights through\t.he acts of administrative tribu¬ 
nals and, particularly, the disregard of due process in applying -k 1 - 

indiviciJar?. ,t r ,° CedU i 68 i t0 i l0y , ,alfcy 9 uest ' ons - He stated that many 

]filiation; and that them id 
?nce in tliese oraetie 

---appropri 

security. 4 1 

Between June and September, "Walter Minis, alio had formerlv 
been on the ed,Dor,al staff uf tlm,N«tv Turk lierald Wibime w'.i 

Z? *1 /l/\n Ci i I r >1 ,. .L*i i 7 
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r m r. Ul torn in attempting to obtain rei 

sentation from other geographic areas to serve on a commission. • 

, On November 38, 1954, the directors of the -Fund raised the total 
appropriation to $125,000'by appropriating an additional $lS 0 000 

w Oof W the total aPwStt 

ii t S ii a ^ i ™ For the first, time: tlie minutes reflect tli‘it 

le Fund has commissioned a study of’lovalfcy-security cases What 
WHS intended by the study was not reflated'by thenii mites- t re 

bf I th .« rF,md make iSh rlrl 
•nailable. The minutes did earmark $35,000 of the additional ap- 


Ai n r 'IT 5 w,us UISO uiverted to t.Me xarmolim 
Also hidden from the public were the circumstances surrouncHng 
the appointment^ of Yannolinsky. together with the date lie was ' !" 
t.ually commissioned. But, -irrespective of the date the studv was 
sufficiently completed by May ip', 1P55, for the diStom to LuL 
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‘Plication.-, The minute's of'. May 19, 1955, reflect that..'Director ’ ‘ 
■ O Brian stressed the importance of prompt publication of selected 
cases Iran collections of security cases prepared under direction of' « 
Adam 1 armoliiiskv. Mr. O’Briaii.'p<»,m%l out. that, this, was the 
•uhd S-.o\\ ii project, authorized- prior to tlie formation of, tire asso-'. • 

- ciation of. the bar of'the city of-New-York special'.cominitteeioii the' ■ 
. r edei al loyalty-security program.. Thereafter,-the directors appro- 

priated an additional $25,000 for the reproduction and distribution ' 

, of reports-on those security.cases collected*by, Yarfnolinskir =-■ ■- 
In Aumjst 195^, the 'selected' cases, were printed' a'nd' released tojthe-/ 

. i public: .The covet- leaves the impression that it was tlie Bureau of 
, • JN ational Affairs, Inc., under-whom Adam Yarmblihski directed the- 

project. The Fimd for the, Republic, Inc;, is credited with merely" 
making the,:study possible. . \t is' not identified',--as Fund Director ' ' 
O Brian identified it, as “the Fund’s ow f n;project.”s ’i <? 

• i( Yarmol i n sky -a ck no w ledges' that the’cases are biased, and that, lie is ' . 

presenting mainly the employee’s position, the. completeness'of/the, 
employee s position being dependent.^on the integrity of the employee’s' : 
attorney. -In all I lie' cases, only;, the. employee.? attorney was inter- ' 
viewed. It is known thnt-among'the^employee-attbineyS’nntervie\ved' 

, there R’ere .identified members of the Communist Party,- many’Xof- 
j m hom had been witnesses before Congressional coniniittees investigat¬ 
ing, their‘role as legal’strategists' of the party* : This affiliation of v 
t employee-attorney” must have been known to Yannol insky because , 
v the introduction to his ,cnse-studies related: ' / ‘ 

Wehave tried to eliminate possible, hi as by employing carefully i selected law¬ 
yer-interviewers, (whose names' are listed following this introduction f r \ , 

, respective'of the impartiality of ,the lawyer'interviewers, -they . 

- -oou Id not report items whiclTwere withheld froiiikliem by'therein-. ' 

- P<oyjje-attornev. Also, as the committee investigation indicates, either, 

' the ■Fund,,,or the employ ee-attorneys,, or both, were .not interested in 
v ’ m aJang available tliose.loyalty-security cases where a-potential threat ' 
f°'' j security ,°f the United States was involved. Those cases se- 1 
( lected for publication, as well as-the near 360. cases obtained by the'- 
I und, related to' employees who were suspended from Their employ- .- 
merit and later cleared, or those employees denied final clearance who 
■ , ™, a *' one t, . me 'been cleared on the basis of similar charges. - 

■' committee staff, being denied access to the, records of t.lie Fundy " > 
found it; necessary to seek the objective, facts'relating to this Fund 
project, from secondary sources^ At, this Mate, all ithe facts are not' ' 
available to the committee .staff and, therefore, this-report is restricted 
to the nyanlable;facts. ( V- ' , ■ 

r To determine the extent to which theklaAvyer-interviewer’’ engaged •> 
/by the <Fnnd contributed to this project, we .wrote each individual 
.identified.in the study’s printed report, 1 AU’butJS of tliose listed re-. 
jl >0 ? i , to , committee staff’s inquiry'., Of those responding, 20 in- 
, dividual? denied that.^hey did any work for the Fund oil this project 
or received any compensation pHO'represented tliatdhey;liad ilone'work ’ 

■' ! l totul of. 224 cases; 2 refused-to "fell the committee the extent of 
rtieir participation, 4 questioning the-jurisdiction of the committee 
• -ro make such an niquiry. Therefore, the-15 lawyer-interviewers, wK'o\ ■■ 
either ignored the committee’s request or who refused to comply with 
it, handled 126 cases. \ , < " \ u ■ - 

larmoljusky, before lie was hired by the 1 Fund, had objected to the 
all-inclusive scope of the Federal loyalty-security program--His ' 
views before the study was. that there should be a relationship between - - 
■the position theii'held,, and opportunity .available to the. employee 1 - 
iQ;use his position to injure the national security. ^ As*an attorney 
representing employees involVed. in loyalty security, he also abhorred, 

the indirect consequences.bf such programs, such as: ' ’ - . ' 

wliole areas\of activity ,and, association 'and-' thereby ^ 
Umted n states eaHln ^ re , Ht ^ < ‘ tlon ? 0,1 * re « l0111 of tliou/rht awl''expression'in the 

, T .he casekudies printed in August. 19|i5, are a reflection of the views' 
of Adam 1 armolmsky toward the loyalty-security program. The ■; 1 

■cases as reported may or may not-be those oft which hw Worked as 

' " . ' ' ' v , 
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!"' «W«"«e.V prior to his employment, by the Fund. While prepared' 
n r und-employed lawyer-interviewers’’ they represent much of that 
told the lawyer-interviewer by the employees’ attorney. Bv deceit 
some employee-attorneys withheld documents in order to misrepresent 
the loyalty-security program. ' Where this occurred it could have'been 
done without the knowledge of either Yarmolinsky or the Fund-em¬ 
ployed lawyer-interviewer. But in some cases, facts set forth in the. 
i St iv V , 1 " (lu ' ate tHat if "as evident, that a document had been 
-withheld. Iliese cases should have been further investigated but 
Were not. Instead they were chosen for reproduction because they 
played a role in the plan to discredit. 

Case No. 10, reported on page 9, is a case in point. In the last 
paragraph of comment under the heading of “Employee’s Response,’” 
■it is reported: > 


..T!'"/: "either m this liearimr. nor in the two sul.se,,ueni hearings tleserihed 
, \ ® ■ ' ,ls the tinnscnj.t available for examination and these accounts are- 

na&ed on counsel s notes and recollections 


The first paragraph on page 11 of the case study would indicate 
that the employee received a copy of the first hearing before the Civil 
Service Loyalty Board, since there is a reference to the employees" 
“clarifying and adding to some statements made bv him at the hear- 
ing and making minor corrections to the transcript, of the proceed- 
mgs. 1 he paragraph beginning at the bottom of page 12 of the 
case study indicates that a copy of the second Civil Service Loyalty 
Board hearing was furnished to either the employee or bis counsel) 

I he committee's investigation discloses that, the employee was furn¬ 
ished a transcript of the hearing at the Marine Corps Headquarters 
and that, under the date of April 4, 1954, the employee’s counsel 
submitted suggested amendments and corrections to several items in 
the transcript. 

With the transcript, the case study would have reflected not. that 
there was “no degree of sensitivity to the employee’s job’’ but could- 
have <)noted from the testimony of the Head of the Training Section,, 
Marine Corps Headquarters that after security questions were raised 
the employee had not been assigned sensitive duties. 

Case 10, is an employee wlm was found on the basis of evidence to 
have been a member of the Communist Party in 1948-49. I( also 
round that he had falsified his application for Government employ- 1 
ment,, and his testimony before the Loyalty Board', in denying mem¬ 
bership in the Communist Party. The-committee intends"to inquire ■ 
ot both the Departments of Navy and Justice as to the extent oL- 
perjury investigation and action in this case. 

The employee was reinstated by direction of the Secretary of the 
Navy on September 2,1954, and after being reimbursed for.lossof pay 
and allowances reassigned on the following day, September 3. 

But returning to case 1(1, as reported, a review of the transcript, of 
hearings, the lawver-intervrewer of the Fund,could have learned both 
the content, and relevancy of those questions of politics and sex which ' 
the study suggested, were questions which went far afield. 

Case No. 16 reported on page 14 of the published studies, misrepre¬ 
sents as does case No. 10. This case, involved an employee of the 
Government Printing Office The report states that his work did not 
involve access to any classified material. The. committee investiga¬ 
tion found that the employee’s job did involve work of a security , 
nature and after receipt of investigative reports concerning him, lie 
was transferred, pending final determination, to the Library of Con¬ 
gress branch which, within the Government Printing Office, handle- 
no security work. 

Two out of the first three cases which the committee stall' was able to 
identity and investigate produced misrepresentations relative to the se¬ 
curity nature of a case-study employee. And at this point we desire to' 
point, out. a sincere problem faced by the Government, in this program: 
Should the Government of the United States be required to'have 
vyithin its employment, employees whose.talents cannot be utilized 
throughout the entire Government ? In case No. 16, should a proof- • 
reader within the Government Printing'Office be one who can.be 
utilized on all projects or should it be required to have 2. 1 for proof¬ 
reading security documents and 1 for proofreading those not involving 
seem it} . ohould the Government bet required to keep in its employ^ 
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ment in a nonsensitive position, a security risk who cannot he trained 
tor utjhzatmn in positions where security clearances are required? 
I his staff memorandum rejects the argument that the (Tovernment 
should he so handicapped. The United States has as much right to in¬ 
sist upon undivided loyalty from its civil servants as does the Commu¬ 
nist Party of its coconspirators. Loyalty to the United States is not 
compatible with loyalty to totalitarianism, either Communist or 
Fascist-. 

Case No. 1(5 under the heading* “Charges” dtjvoted considerable 
attention in a derogatory manner to a hearing given the employee 
u without the presence of counsel.'~ No effort, was made on the part of 
the Fund to determine the function of the'body which accorded the 
employee the hearing. This administrative action seems sound and 
appears designed to prevent miscarriages of justice. The group be¬ 
fore whom the employee appeared was a reevaluation committee, 
composed of three officials of the Government Printing Office, two 
of whom were members of the District of Columbia Par Associa¬ 
tion. Their function was to review all cases under section 4 of the 
Executive Order 10450 and to make recommendations to the Public 
-I jmter through the security officer. The hearing, according to case No. 
10, was an administrative procedure to establish whether the facts Tn 
the case were sufficient to he handled by a security hearing board. 
Many employees of the GPO have not been the subject of charges due 
to the operation of this reevaluation committee established bv the 
Public Printer. 

. The employee-attorney for case 10, is reported as having been ad¬ 
vised that the Government Printing Office did not use the Attorney 
Generals list of subversive organizations. This is false and the Fund 
made no effort to determine the facts. 

Under the heading “Employee’s Response,” the replv to charges are 
as reconstructed by the employee-attorney. However, they could have 
been quoted so as to give a more accurate statement. Hut the employee- 
attorney did not make the transcript of hearing available. The Fund 
interviewer based his description of what transpired at the hearings 
solely on the employer-attorney recollections. Wrote the Fund inter¬ 
viewer : “The transcript was unavailable to the interviewer.” It*could 
have been unavailable because the Government refused to supply a 
copy to the employee, but this was not the fact. The committee‘in¬ 
vestigation disclosed that a transcript was mailed the employee on 
March Iff. lfff>4. With the transcript the Fund interviewer would not 
have reported: 


The chairman indicated to the employee's counsel that he 
was not interested in four character witnesses‘offered - on the 
employees behalf,since the written record and the employee’s 
testimony .were before him and were enough for him.*' Hut 
despite this reaction, counsel proceeded to call the witness 
and also made a concluding argument, although the^chairman 
was reluctant, to let him do so. 


' I hat the-above is clearly a misrepresentation of the facts ran'be 
clearly demonstrated from the transcript which the Fund didunot 
bother to obtain. 

1 Oil air \i a \. VVe will take a recess. I have 1 or 2 ot her- qnestions't.I* , would tike 
to ask [defendant!,’ Imt- Mure I Hoard member] lias fi business appointment, we 
. will take a recess now* until 1 ; HO and we will eonie hack here'at that'-time Vukl 
continue the hearing. 

Attorney. May I ask a procedural question? As I told Wm. one of’our \?it- 
ness«* is coming during the lunch hour. S[ie refouisted that* she be‘heard bv 
l: in, but I gather that would he too early. 

Chairman Have you gained any impression. Mr. [Attorney | that vou can 
finish your questioning of [defendant] so-that they can lie on‘that rime? 

At job.vex I was going to suggest putting them on before I proceed with mv 
. questioning. * , 

Chairman. After 1 complete the one or two other questions that I have, we 
will take them right after. Will that he all right? 

Attorney: (Yes. 

Chairman.' Yon still think it is necessary to put other witnesses on? 

Attorney. Well. I woiiffl like to say that I certainly feel tlmt m justice to 
(defendant)-we ought to make the strongest i>ossil>le case. 

Chairman Are they character wit nesses 
; Attorney. They are people who have known him well. sir. One is his min¬ 
ister. Two i>eople from the (tovernment Printing Office- \ 

Chairman j Y\ r ere tlieic* affidayifc| submitted? 

* ’ 'i 
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Atioiinty. Vo's, but there are question* hi detail' tlmt l want to ask them. 
They have Junk affidavits submitted, but'I ,\vant to gi\e you an opportunity to 
eross-e\'aiiiiTi^»fie\pewjjUf^\ho have rUKlegf 311 ihjs ear pool, his minister who 
knows hint well, and people who have worked 'with him at the Government 
Printing Office. 

Chairman. Well, are they only corroborating these afthknits*' 

AnoiiXFY. They will introduce additional information, sir 
Chairman*. All right, but 1 think perhaps you might to—well', you can decide 
that. We will recess then until !:*{(). 

Another misstatement caused by the employee-attorney misrepre¬ 
sentation or faulty memory related to permission for the employee- 
attorney to review the reevaluation committee transcript. The chair- , 
man of the hearing hoard had the complete tile which included the 
refusal of the security officer to make available the transcript as out¬ 
side his authority. The chairman did not express surprise that the 
officer had not let the attorney delve into the case file. The employee- 
attorney was given the opportunity to examine the transcript by the . 
board at a recess. * • t/ 

Case No. 20, which is reported on page 28 of the published studies, 
as presented reflects discredit on the loy alt}-security program. The' 
proceedings and the hearings as reported in the published sMidv are 
based upon the statements made to the Fund lawyer-interviewer by 
the employee-attorney. This case differ*-, from the previously reported ' 
cases insofar as a trunscript.of the hearing is concerned because in this 
instant case a transcript was not available to the employee-attorney, 
hut even in this instance, the published report contained a misstatement. 

1 which, if believed, could «erve to damage the loyalty-security program. 
On page 31. the Fund reports: < 

When the matter was successful!' concluded, the counsel sought, a cop> of 
the transcript of the hearing. Hi^ request was refused "because it might \ 
'iolnte seeurit\.** 

Tt Is true, as reported, that the counsel sought a transcript of the 
hearing. It is false that lie was advised that the transcript would 
not he furnished “because it might violate security’*. As a matter of ! 
fact, the employee-attorney received no advice with respect to the 
availability of the transcript. The reason one was not furnished to* 
the employee was because when the employee reported for duty, after 
4iis reinstatement, he stated to the security officer that he did not „ 
care to have a copy of the transcript. 

The Fund's published report under the heading “Proceedings 
Under Executive Order 10450" charges that the employee was ordered 
at 1 o’clock in the morning to report to the security officer. The 
report continues: “After waiting for more than an hour, the employee 1 
was interviewed by the security officer and questioned at length about 
the charge previously set forth in the interrogatories under Executive 
Order 9835:" ‘ . 

The employee, as the report acknowledges, was employed on a 4 
shift from midnight to 8 a. m. He was notified at l a. in. that lie 
would he required to appear before a security officer, hut his appear- ■ 
ance liefore the security officer and the hour at which lie was inter¬ 
rogated do not conform with the Fund version as can he verified in 
'the transcript of the proceedings. During the course of the hearing 
given to this employee, the chairman of the hoard invited the security 
officer to interrogate the employee and the transcript reflects the 
following question and answer: r 

Skcurt’iy ofkici it. Another fact that T "ant to bring out—This 1 a. in. that 
tlu»y notified you to come to this revaluation hearing, or to come <ee me in the 
morning—1 think the board knows now that you were working at that hour 
so they didn’t get you out of bed to notify you at t a. in.'in the morning, 

Kw ploykk. That N correct. Mav I "tate more "jiecifically. Mv supervisor t 
paged me on the floor and asked me to come to the office and when 1 came to the 
office, well, he Miowed me this note and from there I followed instructions. 

The Fund's recitation under the heading “Hearing", state that The 
security officer was the Government's only witness. This is a misstate¬ 
ment of fact in that the security officer‘was never a w itness. As re¬ 
ported above, the security officer did, at the invitation of the board 
chairman, interrogate the employee. Equally false i? the claim that 
the employee-attorney cross-examined the security officer. This para- 
- graph, as related in the Fund's published report of case studies, read? 
as follows: 
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The security' officer was- the Government’s .only witness. He was cross-ex¬ 
amined bv counsel for the,employee and stated*that one thinj? against.ttlie eiib 
plovee was that the employee engaged,in “leftwing" talk. ^Vhen Risked wliaj; 
this “leftwing” talk was. the security officer stated that the employee had used* 
the word “second-class* citizen.” Counsel brought out from the employee that 
he had stated'to the security officer that the employee\“would rather, be a second- , 
class citizen in Mississippi than/a first-class citizen ill Russia.’ 

The only recitation in the transcript.,which can possibly be related' 
totthe paragraph as reported by the Fun(1 proves the maliciousness ot 
,the attempt, made to discredit the program. The transcript reads: > 

1 Skcubity OFKicF.il. You speak of this secoml-dnis citizenship quite often. Will' 
you explain to?the board what you consider a second-class citizenship? r“didn t\ 
know there was any such thing in the country. , * , * 

EMpnmx.' I would tell you why I came, to that conclusion. Here s tuy own * - 
terminology. It is because that in certain sections of the country certain people 
are denied certain* opportunities that other people enjoy. That is why I sa> 1 
second-class citizenship. I did that for'a point of interest and a \point 




\ v 

' V 




Employee-Attorney. I 1 want to ask Won* one other thing 
’ “second-class citizenship.” Is that an unusual term? \ 


You use the term* - 


I- *N 
\ ' 


second-class citizenship.” Is that an tulusual term? , \ J 

Employee. That is my own term., I wouldn’t consider it unusual. *^\ 

' The Fund's publishd report states also under the heading “Hearing”, 
the employee denied ever having subscribed to or received the Daily 
" Worker. And the-Fund alleges that, the Daily Worker was brought 
into the hearing in order to esta'blish'the employee s,apparent, preoccu¬ 
pation with labor unions.’ Again relating, to alleged testimony by 
the security,officer, the report as printed by the P und reads: 

The security officer also/testified to the employee’s apparent prpoci-apatiou 
’. 1 with labor unions and stated that, the employee must have taken the Daily 
Worker in order to know what course of conduct or lnie' to follow as a member 
and officer of his union. Counsel reported 'that, one of the thtee-lmard members 
hearing-the matter -whs from* air agency dealing with , labor matters and^that 1 ' 

' the member indicated surprise at the statement, of the security officer. 

The security. 1 officer diet , not testify and therefore yould not have . 
testified as to the employee’s apparent'preoccupation with labor .unions. 

• The'following Is, lifted front the transcript of, the security board - 
1 hearing, and is the only, thing that could be found pertaining to 
this matter: ' . ^ ’ 

'Attorney. Do you-regard the Daily Worker.now. or at any time, an authority 
yn trade union movements?' i ^ 

Employee. No. ' ' \ ‘ , \ .. ; 

Security Officer. How do you know, if you have never read it t i 

Employee. The authorities—-the reason I said “No” is .because the research 
material mentioned nothing about a Daily Worker. 

i. : With respect, to the‘statements'T reported by the Fund that the 
. employee denied ever having subscribed to'ou.received a Worker, this 
is alsofalse as the transcript of the hearingreflects r. 

ItOAiio Member. I think for the record we.might get tins straight., How long' 
were you living at this address'during this year that the Daily Worker r came to 

i you, personally? •/ 

I ' Employee. 1 would say approximately January 1!>4< until I left in the summer 

session, perhaps in July or August. , I dpn’t remember exactly. 4 ' 

Hoard Memiier. Do you v know if the Daily Worker continued after July. . 

, Employee. No. If it actually came, I never saw/ it. „ / 

Hoard Member. But it, did come while'you were at\ this address for the 7 
months, I guess it is? - 

Employee. .Yes. ' 

In caste 51, which is reported starting on page J30 of the Fund's 
published case studies of personnel security, misinterpretation of the 
.ics 11 Jarl * flittnrprl it. the AlltlVft nVOffVftin. 
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As it lhutter of fact, there is no such provision. The security officer 
can' recommend such suspension,, but the -responsibility is lodged 
by these regulations in ,t,lie Assistant Postmaster General or other-.'" 


fSui^au head having jurisdiction 
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The report, ns published by the Fund, attempts to show a disregard 
by the Government of the’physical wefl-being'of employees who are 
involved in the loyalty-security program’. It directs attention to the 
fact that the employee recjnested a 2 months' continuance Because of 
illness, followed by hospitalization and an operation, and that the 
board only granted a 2 weeks 5 , continuance. As a matter of fact, 
the information, in the tiles of the Departs tent reveals that- an inquiry 
was made of the Veterans” Administration hospital*where the em¬ 
ployee was admitted as a patient suffering from chronic laryngitis ore 
May 12, 1954, a mb that the patient was discharged on Mgy 19; 1054, 
“able to resume prehospital 1 employment/’ When these facts were* 
revealed, the employee-attorney agreed’ to he ready,for a hearing* 
sooner. ‘ ^ 

' The ease study refers:to the questioning of the employee, as to his 
reasons for leaving the Communist Party, but there was no statement 
of the fact that the employee had admitted there were efforts by the 
Communists to have him serve on a picket line, distribute literature,., 
or buy books. Also, no comment is made in the published report on 
the. fact that, when questioned about attendance at Communist meet¬ 
ings. the employee did' admit that all persons in attendance at the; 
Communist meetings held Communist Party cards, as did the em-i 
ployee himself. Moreover, the printed rase study does not show 
that the questioning elicited from the employee an admission that he', 
had attended several meetings prior to his actual membersliipya fact' 
which has some bearing on the employee's explanation that life thought 
he was-joining a social organization when he joined the Communist 
Party- The published study further discloses that the employee was. 
requested to, define such words as “proletariat,” and “dialectic a limiT * 
terialism;” As a matter of fact, he was not asked for such definitions. 
What lie was asked was whether these terms had any significance 
or meaning to him in light of questioning as to whether he had .read 
the writings of Marx, Lenin, and Stalin. . , “ 

Case f>8 as reported, starting on page 85 of the published studies, 
that the employee “had no access to .secret- Government documents. 9 ?; 
The employee was an $8,1)00 per year educational administrator in it 
United States trust territory. The inference that merely because the: 
employee was an educational administrator, no secret Government 
documents passed over his desk, makes ridiculous the Fund’s infer¬ 
ence that this employee should not be considered as-a threat to the 
security of the United States. His mere presence in an important 
United States trust territory properly brought him under security 
regulations. ** ^ 

The committee staff has not attempted in cases previously discussed, 
nor does It intend in future cases, to deal with confidential Government 
information not made available to the Fund for the Republic attor¬ 
ney-interviewer. Case 58 points strongly to the damage such one¬ 
sided presentation of the loyalty-security program can cause to the 
program itself. Documentary evidence in possession of the Govern¬ 
ment shows conclusively that the employee identified as case 58 re- 
* peatedlv lied in answers to questions' relating to those Individuals 
identified in the published case study as “A” and “13”- No reasonable 
person reviewing al] of the evidence available could lmye possibly 
voted to retain this employee in Federal service irrespective of the 
fact that he had oiice been cleared under Executive Order 9835. T3ufc 
the Government’s treatment of its civil servants and the Fund’s at¬ 
tempt to expose this as harsh and inhumane is attempted by recitation 
of accounts not directly involved in the security hearing itself. The 
published case study reports that* the employee returned to the United 
States “and obtained a counsel at the end of April 1954. It contin¬ 
ues “Employee’s family did not rejoin him until November 1954.” 
By this‘language the report leaves the.implication that the Govern¬ 
ment. was responsible for tlie long separation between the employee 
and his family. This Implication is unjustified inasmuch as it was 
the employee’s decision that his family remain in the trust territory 
of the Pacific Ocean since he felt he would'return upon clearance. 

The published report also leaves an inference that the expense of 
transportation of tlie employee from his duty station outside the 
United States to Washington was borne by him. Actually, the de- 



66 VBZ-LINO 


partment paid for,the return, not only of the employee, but of his en- 
- tire family, at n cost of $2,224.38. 

C «- Se ^V dy ( J eaUn K. with cllse No - 112. starting on 
pap 1,»3, starts oft : “I he employees in this case’ were husband and 
nire who were employed in a Federal ,‘houskeeping’ ngencv." Con¬ 
siderable time was devoted to locating these cases within the General 
Services Administration, the only agency popularly known for its 
housekeeping activities. Die employees, however, were discovered 
*°Jj? nwt eniployees of GSA but of the Government Printing Office. 

Ine employees were served with statements of charges by the 
Go\ernment I rmtmg Office and both resigned their positions. The 
litigation dealt, with hy the Fund for the Republic deals more with an 
effort to have the Government refect the resignations rather than a 

- I,lch n secnHt , v considerations. Tn view of the 
tact, that this case did not go to a hearing board and there were no 
procedures which would permit, a different handling bv the Govern- 

5v it if ° U] >’ 'l 10 Fl,nd , f <”! «» Republic can explain' 

S' 1 \ T ‘ h Js? lfc Wldl n ’ such gi'ent detail as a security matter. 
k • leported on page 158, involves an employee charged 

w it,li being a member of the Communist Party. To discredit the 

SSSm”? pr T“T’ the . re P° rt „ i8 ^tensive and quotes 
consideiabh from the transcript. Much of what, is quoted is the 
niatei la l of cross-examination and is quoted obviously for'the nur- 
K" f *»«*» "spec*. 1. the employee.' As , J& 

* i * V e trans ? ri Pt contains cross-examination which was favor- 

AS 2 i ste An "' ,,f r* ,h0 - -Mr ,«4 

In reporting on case No. 11)0, which appears on page 180 of-the 
published studies, the Fund report states that the employee did not 
have a, copy of the transcript of the 1048 hearing. The report does 
H V J et ie / 01 n0t i a cop Y lia<1 ,)een furnished the employee 

a conv S' U ri der P /°, < i ednres I . the V ,n f orce she could have obtained 

> f ! « tlme ! ,f fh , e e . ar,] f r hearing had she so desired. 

I ne I und-hnaneed study is also misleading in that it states that 
the attorney for the Government Department announced at the hear¬ 
ing flint the Department, had no live witnesses “and that the Denart- 
ment s information is m the form of a report bv the FBI from which- 
: r Paraphrase extracts.*» As a matter of fact, the full quotation 
is as follows as reflected bv the transcript of the testimony. It wiTI 
e noted from this quote that the Government was paraphrasing the- 
FBI report in order to make the knowledge contained therein ava ,T 

"" <r «'"* fhis **** « 

rci»!n«?X r FH7V,n, S ^!i I’? "'‘ tnpss - ,°" r information is in the form of a 
tnows. in orrier ** H ° ar<? ' ,lrt -° dy 

HWM.f 'r* flirtl,e i\^indicates an intent to cause the reader to infer 
that he chairman of the Security Board in one instance tried to indi¬ 
cate that he could not comment on the reliability of the FBI inform- 
t'rt' >nt *i ,e ‘‘ontext of the whole thing indicated that the Board vis 
talking about the identity arid the reliability of the informant 
A review of he transcript of the hearing compared with the study 
as printed by the Fund for the Republic -reflects, an instant in this 

0,,t ° CO "‘ eS ‘ “ TniSe 

indicate , s t ; hat “ the hearing was ready to end on the 
.same day it was, nevertheless, continued until tlie next day” The 

vfs°re , fai S, K ^T VPr ’ to , l,ldlc 1 !lte that the purpose of the. continuance 
" a V° E n, ' , , t brought by the employee to testify. 

Ine Funds method of concealing the identities of the.employees 
mvqlved m the case studies reproduced has made it, extremely difficult 
for the committee stall to identify these employees. This report is u - 
able to eonipare the cases reported, with the facts as reflected by the 
complete hie excluding the security information. In addition to those 
cases reported m detail, the committee stall' has,also found slight dis- 

1° o m r vr f t i,SP ? SIK , ‘ as cases JyT ° s - r>0. <>4, 81^82. 107 
14(>, Ire, and 224. While we have descrilied the discrepancies it 
these cases as minor, they are not such when considered in light 
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fliat the\ tend to discredit the loyalty-security program. An 
must rat iqiy ^f the.^ia^ter 0„f thf** discrepancies found bv the 
eomniittee'm the listed, eases is thecase No. 107. This case involves 
a (Jeik in the 1 o^t Office* Department. The charge was Communist 
association. rhe employee was suspended and service later terminated 
I lie ca.se study states (p. 145.) that the employee's attornev stated 
in!!o »o Attorney General s list of designated organizations existed in 
1J48, a date of importance in one of the charges. As a matter of 
fact, the organization referred to was on the list as released hv the 
Attorney General to the Loyalty Review Hoard on December 4,'l947.‘ 
Ihe report further states (p. 149) that the employee answered every 
question put to him by the board or his counsel* in detail. A dose 
leading of the transcript discloses, however, that the employee's 
counsel, on 13 occasions, objected and prevented the employee from 
answering questions directed to him by the chairman of the hearing 
board. ■ ,*? 

This report, in the discussion of the case studies obtained under the 
direction of Adam Yarmolinsky and financed by the Fund for the 
Republic has restricted its discussion to only the case studies printed' 
and distributed by the Fund for the Republic. They represent about 
one-seventh of the complete cases obtained bv the Fund during this 
project. Ihe committee has reviewed the case studies obtained from 
sources other than the Fund for the Republic, which denied the cases 
to the committee stall, and finds that the treatment, of the lovaltv-secu- 
rity program is similar in the Fund published cases. The published as 
well as the unpublished case studies were turned over bv the Fund' 
tor the Republic to the special committee on the Federal lovalty- 
secunty program of the Association of the Bar of the city of New 
1 ork. . this special committee, financed by the Fund for the Republic 
at. a cost in excess of a hundred thousand dollars, issued its report 
2! 1 tj e 3 va ] t i'*®« c,, . rit y Program in the form of a book published bv 
Dodd, Mead & Co. in I!):>(>. While the tax-exempt funds financed this 
study, the American people, to learn the findings of the special com¬ 
mittee of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York, were 
required to pay $5 per copy. 

A reading of the report of the special committee of the New York 
Bar points strongly to the fact that the case studies with which this 
report has dealt in some detail, formed the basis-for the special com¬ 
mittees recommendations. While it is true that, the book,of the- 
special committee lists the names of several dozen conferees, the com¬ 
mittee s inquiry discloses that many of the individuals listed con¬ 
tributed nothing to the study itself. In listing the conferees, the- 
inference is intended that these people '.contributed factually to the 
study and its resultant findings. However, the committee staff found 
that se\era! individuals listed as conferees were contacted and, in re- 
spouse to the contact, advised the special committee that they were will¬ 
ing to appear whenever the special committee desired to hear from' 
them. However, after promising the special committee full coopera- 

tikeii ,mS " as l,wml f,om ,h «*m and no testimony was 

On page M of the “Federal Loyalty-Security Program/’ the pub¬ 
lished report of the special committee, we find that tlu;'.case studies 
in personnel security collected under Yarmolinsky were assumed to 
be exactly what l arinolinsky claims them to be: 

“ r < % . . R ‘ < ' 1 ' Wm ' " t '“' " f flK ' employees involved. 

I in the files of the lawyers who advised or represented them. The reports are 
of necessity ,ucomplete, heeanse the Government file, which was not released 
,to the employee, was also-ma.available to „ ur interviewers 

The special cominittee also accepted the Yarmolinskv case studies 
as being factual evidence: 

,,f , th ‘‘ M ‘ses of injustices which have arisen under rhe programs 
were dm* to imtileriusitr screening of rterngHforx iuforiimtion. As n result umnv 
charges were made by screening offlceis which Inter proved to 1 h> groundless 

causing unnecessary ...age to the life and reputation of the person charged 

and unnecessary suspensions contrary to the interests of the,,Government 1 ' 

N<uv Vork Times. July 14. 11157. letter (i, llie.jdltor fay Dudley ]!. Ilunsal. 

The special committee acknowledged that it had received hundreds 
of other case studies from the fund-financed project. They used these 
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case studies without any apparent attempt to varify the facts repre¬ 
sented therein. An investigation by the special,committee would have 
found the studies largely biased and unf actual, Even in the absence 
of the hearing transcript or the'information contained in the Govern- 
, ment file, some cases were unfactual on their face. Merely a reading 
of certain cases would have shown that the studies' inference that the 
Government would not, or did not, make a transcript of hearings avail¬ 
able to the employee was false. V x * . 

The Commission on Government Security was established by Public 
Law' 404, 84th Congress. Its purpose Under the law was to review 
the Governments internal security as it related to its employees; Its 
authority, and scope were much broader than the interest assumed✓ «- 
by, the special committee on the Federal loyalty-security program of 
the Association of the Bar of tile Cifvof New York. The knowledge 
possessed by certain members of the Commission on Government Se- . 
cnyity wjis sought b> the special committee. This fact is acknowledged, 
by,a review t>f the list of conferees. 

When the priiftjng of the report of the special committee was made 
available to the public at {he cost of $iV’tlie Commission on Govern¬ 
ment Security observed a. conflict in views. The evidence being 
obtained and analyzed ,by the Commission on Government Security 
pointed to a need for the continuation of the loyalty-security pro¬ 
grams such as the international employees loyalty program aiid the* 
port;seenrity program. On the other band, the evidence considered 
by the Fund for the Republic’s financed committee on loyalty-security 
apparently justified the recommendation for discontinuance of these * 
programs. The evidence considered by the special committee ap¬ 
parently supported a recommendation for the abolishment of loyalty- 
security programs as involved notisemdtive positions iii the Govern¬ 
ment,, while at the same time the Commission's evidence justified 
continuance. * 

To fydjilj-its obligations wilder the law of basing its findings and \ 
recommendations upon the consideration of all available facts, the 
cooperation of the special committee was sought. On August '27, 
li)5fi,'a member of the staff of the Commission on Government Security 
called upon Elliott B: Cheatham. staff director of the special com¬ 
mittee. ( Cheatham, professor of the Law School at Columbia Uni¬ 
versity, .was requested to make available to the Commission on Gov¬ 
ernment, Security any documentation which supported generally the’ 
special committee's recommendations/, '-li/'refusing the~ documenta¬ 
tion, Cheatham suggested that the request be further negotiated by 
Mr. Wright, Chairman of the Commission, and Mr. Bonsai, chairman 
of the special committee. 

The .staff member of the Commission reported that on the basis of 
bis conversations with Mr. Cheatham of tjie special committee, that 
committee had nothing, of any value in the way of documentation', 

* relating to either the international organizations loyalty program .or . 
port security. It was his impression that'both recommendations.to 
abolish were made solely because the areas involved non-Governnient 
personnel. ' 

Mr. Wright wrote Mr. Bonsai, and on September 18. 11)50, received 
a negative reply, which reads as follows as it refutes to the programs 
mentioned above: 

As to material pertaining to the port security and international organizations 
programs, apart from the published material which you have, the only material 
in tlie files would he suggestions and com inputs from the many‘people whom 
we interviewed in preparation of our report tAs-1, mentioned to yon when 
you were good enough to meet with our committee in New York, all* these in- 
ten iews have been on an off-the-record basis and our committee has felt that 
it would' not lie appropriate for us to release any notes which we or the staff 
may lunt* made with regard to them. 

The report of the special committee on the Federal loyalty-security 
program has much to say about confidential informants*. While*it 
approves their use, it does so under conditions which guarantee their 
reliability. The protection of the identity-of confidential Govern¬ 
ment information, including informants, is one of the reasons ad¬ 
vanced by the special committee for restricting the Federal loyalty- 
security program to those employees holding sensitive positions. 

From an examination of the 1 bias possessed ..by > some of the special 
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committee’s conferees, the special; committee exempted itself tiom 
the condition (of establishment of reliability of lfcj} informants. % 
denying its documents to an official’agency of.tlie United States Gov¬ 
ernment,' ohe'charged with, tlie lesponsiV,iky under the law, k »«£ 
less informer remains faceless, aint.the reliability of his infoima 

remains questionable. * ,, x %, 

• Even after denying'to the Commission on Government Security m 
dbcnments under which its recommendations were based, (interna¬ 
tional employees and port security), tlie special committee s-chairmaiy 
publicly objected to the recommendations of the Commission m these- 
areas. Wrote Mr. Bonsai fo the New York Lillies on-.July 8, 1957. 

The Commission did not attempt to limit tlle"i)rograins. On t.h? contrary, 

■ it would extend them not only to. the legislative awl judicial hrant^es of the. 
Government but to tlie civil air.trausport as well. The Commission su(^geststliat< 
a civil air transport /program would he a protection against sabotage: ; 
stated in our own report'“ip our closely integrated.society the ,daiiger of i>os>iJ>le 
i -sabotage Texists fit literally N tens of thousands (>f places and from almost the 

" he Xatii'm'eniiiarks on personnel security, clearance of emplhyees to prevent 
sabotage b" section of industry, the,logic of'the policy 1 won d call for its . 
exfensfon'widely through, industry and, business. * 4' This logic would thus, 
lend to peacetime liersohnel security clearance fbr-utoiW all citizens:. / 

-The <ranger“io liberty from such a course should cWse us to set oursehes , 
resolutely against it. Rather. the Nation should rely, as it has m the past, om. 
other/measures: * 4 * These measures include, counterespionage and adequate-. 
' physical protection of all installations.” ^ ' 

In addition to the appropriations'to'investigate,the loyitlty-security 
program and to. investigate pa&spoit procedures, the Fund foi * 

S. (Republic has appropriated additional funds to the New ^ ork B.u As- 
, nepui ii i Ei m rT forwarded to Mr; Allen 


• bursement pf'costs, Including attorneys’ fees, of respondents in secur¬ 
ity cases, primarily in private, industry. <)n February 2d, B)-io, tlie- 
Fund granted the association'$5,000. Fifty percent of this was eai- 
marked tomid Puerto Ricans being tried on sedition cases. - 
( The appropriation of funds-to support, individuals who were sub- , 
-ject to loyalty-security charges or indictments relatetlto sedition bine • 
not been limited by appropriations to the* New Y.ork bai. I bat 
appropriations similar to-rthese are clearly not within the intent 
-• bf Congress as related to tax-exempt educational institutions there can- • 
, be no doubt. But in addition to the.above grants, the Fund on August 
11, 1955, appropriated $10,000 to the'ioledo Bar Association.-- Inis 
money Was designated by the Fund to be used for furnishing assist- 


money was ciesigiuueu uy nu? a ^ , , 

' anee in unpopular*causes and cases, and t<6 support legal referral work 
. on security cases.' The Volunteer Defender Committee, Inc., Boston, 

_ _ “ • j i ih iA iui/i U.. T7,iix/-1 Tlik mmiDV.WOC il 11111*0- 


• on security ease:?, xne > vmuit^x _ . 7 7 

, Mass., was appropriated $40,000 by the Fund. This money was appro¬ 
priated to permit the VT)C to hire a public-relations counselor, to 
’ prepare a'booklet explaining the VDC and in addition to. work on 

' cases involving sedition.' - ,'i ' , ~~ 

■ The largest giant bv the Fund with the resultant end effect of en¬ 
couraging and rewarding an individual for refusing to give testimony 
against' others, is ,the appropriation of $150,000 to the American, 
■ Friends Service Committee. This apropnat .1011 was in addition to 
' $17(1,500 appropriated to the AFSC for .studies relating tp/schools, 
rlnspmfiwsifioii and Indian's. As this memorandum set forth earlier, tlie 


desegregation and Indian's. As tins memorandum set forth earlier, tlie 
committee staff is making no investigations into these areas, and these 
appropriations,shall not be dealt with in this report. . • 

With respect to the $150,000, which: appropriation fal s within the 
' interest of the committee, the Three-Year Report of the b und 'de¬ 
scribes it merely as a grant “for the support of the right of conscience’ 


iScriDes it merely us u , 

program of the American Friends Service Committee for the purpose 
of fair trial and adequate counsel.’^ This language as quoted from the 
Tln.Ao_Vmii*p.sm He intended onlv to deceive by leaving the- 


Ui lull mill iinu aucijuuiv --;-nr o A, . . 

Three-'Year 'Report can be intended only to. deceive ) ea 1 vl J 1 ^ Ii 
impression of a relationship to peligious beliefs. The Fund 4 tor the 
Republic knew the exact purpose for which the money was t.o be spent. 
An example of this taken directly from the proposal 1 ma^e to the 
Fund by the AFSC shows clearly that the money was appropriated 
v not for the purpose as described in the Three-A ear Report, but was 
for purposes hot covered by such a description , > . 
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It is anticipated that the area of greatest need currently 
and in the immediate future lies in support of individual 
conscience against growing requirements of loyalty oaths 
and the heavy pressures, legal and otherwise, to inform on the 
activities and beliefs of one’s friends. The right of the in¬ 
dividual to refuse, on grounds of conscience, such demands of 
the state, is not clearly^established in the law and practice of 
our Government. Many have suffered loss of employment, 
position, and respect because they obeyed conscience rather 
than the state. We believe that legal aid and support to such - 
persons can strengthen freedom of conscience. 

The above quote is lifted from the proposal of the AFSC sub¬ 
mitted to the Fund on February 14, 11)55. This program is clearly 
outside the nature of the activities in which the Congress intended 
tax-exempt organizations to engage. The committee staff' suggests that 
the description for the program as set forth in the 3-year study was 
worded as it was to conceal the facts from Internal Revenue. We are 
of the opinion that the Fund refuses to make its files available to the 
committee because it desires to conceal the details of assistance which 
AFSC has rendered. 

On May 2f>, 1055, the Fund wrote Lewis K. Hoskins, executive sec¬ 
retary of the AFSC: - - . 

, 1 am pleased-to tell you that the board of directors of the 
Fun.d for the Republichas authorized a grant of $150,000 to 
the American Friends Service Committee for a 2-year pro¬ 
gram designated to strengthen the rights of freedom of con-. 
science as outlined in the proposal submitted to us under date 
of February 14,1055. Our check for this amount is enclosed. 

We Understand that this grant will be allocated approfci- ' 
mately as follows: $100,000 for legal fees and court 1 costs, 
$20,000 for assistance in cases of economic hardship, and 
$30,000 for administrative costs. 

It is interesting to compare the proposals as, set forth in AFSC’s 
document of , February 14, 1955, and the language contained in the 
Fund’s 3-year study. The program approved by the Fund for the 
Republic is described in the document of February 14, 1955: ^ . 

Method: The American Friends Service Committee will endeavor to assist 
individuals whose rights and.freedom of conscience have been placed in jeopardy 
by offering tb^ services of competent legal counsel to represent the individual 
in court and the grant of funds to help meet legal costs. We believe it is important 
to support in practical ways those who have been denied full*and free exercise 
of conscience. Encouragement to the individual to stand by the dictates of his 
conscience will also present opportunity, through the judicial branch of our 
Government, to secure interpretations of statutes and administrative regulations 
which infringe upon the constitutional guarantees of freedom of conscience as 
embodied in the first* amendment to the Constitution of-the United States. 

Support of conscience against the demands of the state for military service 
continues to* be of concern to Friends. During"recent years tile right of con¬ 
scientious objectors to war and conscription have been spelled out somewhat 
more fully. Much remains to be accomplished in such areas as broadening the 
concept religious beliefs its a basis for conscientious objectors: the right to 
counsel others to obey the higher moral law when it conflicts with that of the 
state: and the problem of repeated prosecutions arising out of continued*con¬ 
scientious objection to a particular demand of the state. ' . 

It is anticipated that the area of greatest need currently and in the immediate 
future lies in support of individual conscience against growing veipiiremepts of 
loyalt.v oaths and the heavy pressures, legal/and otherwise.' to inform on the 
activities and beliefs of one’s friends. .The right of Jhe individual to refuse, 
on grounds of conscience, such demands of the state, is not clearly established 
in the law and practice of our Government Many have Suffered loss of em¬ 
ployment. position, and respect because they obeyed conscience rather than dim 
state. We believe that legal aid and support to such i>erSons can stremrH»o»» 
freedom of conscience. , * ‘ m * 

By September 30, 1955, oiily one expenditure lmcl been made from 
the $150,000 appropriation of the Fund, for the Republic. /This ex¬ 
penditure, in the amount of $1,000, was paid to A. ,1. Muste. P,*^ 
sional Defense Committee, New York City. 

A. J. Muste, a Socialifet, pacifist leader in the United States, Jg 
presidenttlie Fellowship of Reconciliation. The expenditure is 
the initial v contribution to the Provisional Defense Committee fjpr tile 
purpose of paying,attorney’s fees, conft: costs, and fines of ^20 ; indi¬ 
viduals who on dune 15,*1955, gathered in City ri^l Pai'kAiuNew 

c j * k - -'«■ " -- i it I S ♦ 
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York Citv iind; refused to take rover, as ordered, durim* a mock air 
raid drill. TlurSO were arrested by city police and civil defense offi¬ 
cials and charged with violation of the New York State Defense 
Emergency Act of 1051, which makes it a misdemeanor for unauthor¬ 
ized persons to refuse to take shelter during a civil defense drill 
Conviction carries a penalty of up to 1 year in jail and/or not mow 
than $500 fine. 

The appropriation by the American Friends Service Committee of 
$1,000 to the Provisional Defense Committee was on the ground that 
the group arrested sought only to follow their conscience and remain 
in the park during the drill. The'Provisional Defense Committee 
intends to carry the State Defense Emergency Act on a test of con¬ 
stitutionality to the Supreme Court of tfi e United States itself. The 
$1,000 appropriated to the Provisional Defense Committee was a pre¬ 
liminary amount decided upon by the American Friends Service 
Committee and it is indicated, on the evidence in the committee’s 
i possession, that this original appropriation commits them for further 
contributions to defray an estimated additional cost of $53,000 to 
carry the case to the Supreme Court of the United States. 

The committee staff has not sought review of idle file of the American 
Friends Service Committee for the purpose of examining other ex¬ 
penditures made to date because of the position taken by the Ameri¬ 
can Friends Service Committee in connection with the committee’s 
request for documents subpenaed in connection with its investigation 
of Marv Knowles. 

In glowing terms the Fund describes a $5,000 grant which it made 
to the American Friends Service Committee radio-tape program. 

This grant assisted the AFSC with its recorded programs for rural* radio 
stations and school systems The annual budget is $13,000. and the Fund’s 
contribution was earmarked for a certain number of programs devoted to civil, 
liberties. ' 

The AFSE programs feature Edwin Randall who is charge of the Friend’s 
radio division and lias been broadcasting to rural and church audiences for many 
years. Mr Randall usually interviews .Americans and foreign notables, and 
comments on such topics as the'need for international cooperation, construc¬ 
tive projects for underdeveloped areas, brotherhood, peace and freedom. These 
programs were requested by 283 stations for a total of more than 10.174 broad¬ 
casts. Some were sent to networks Mr. Randall estimates that each broad¬ 
cast (excluding network broadcasts! had an average audience of 25.000. 

Thirty-nine* universities and school hoards have requested programs Much 
of the material goes directly into the classrooms of both elementary and second¬ 
ary schools 

From the glowing description given to this project bv the Fund 
for the "Republic;, it would he assumed that the Fund for the Republic 
was interested in expending its money for a continuation or, in fact, 
a broadening of sqeh a laudable service. However, after the Ameri¬ 
can Friends Service Committee radio division had expended the 
$5,000 and requested additional grants, the Fund refused the grants, 
expressing itself as basing its action on a feeling that it efid not carry 
enough of the civil liberties theme If the programs did not carry 
enough of the civil liberties theme to justify continuation of the 
grant, then, certainly, .the Fund knew that it did not justify the 
original grant and it therefore becomes interesting to discover how 
the Fund interested itself in the program in the first place. 

By memorandum dated April 21, 1055, Hallock Hoffman advised 
Robert Mavnard Hutchins that, “T have encouraged AFSC to .include 
more civil liberties material and let us pay some of .their costs.*’ 
Hoffman’s memo concluded: 

Tbev cannot devote more than a part of their time to civil liberties - thev w ill 
accent $5,000 from uv. and guarantee us a proportional time In the field of civil 
liberties and racial integration. 

We onglit to give them the money at oiice v T take it that we can do so from 
our present appropriation, but am ready to prepare a docket item if necessary 

It would then seem that Mr. Randall’s inclusion of civil-liberties 
items did not meet the demands of the Fund for the Republic and, for 
that reason, it was canceled, the laudatory purposes of the program as 
established in the 3-year report, to the contrary. 


/ 
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STUDY OF COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN MAJOR SEGMENTS OF 
UNITED STATES SOCIETY 


One of the most difficult phases of the committee staffs investigation 
of the Fund for the Republic results in the conflict between what the 
directors of the Fund approved as a project of the Fund, and w hat the 
officers of the Fund claim they approved in official reports, speeches 
and other documents. The 3-year report of the Fund sets forth that 
the directors in November 1953 authorized a study of Communist in¬ 
fluences in major segments of United States society. However, an 
examination of the minutes of the meeting of November IS, 1. 
show's that it was not Communist influences which was the subject 
matter voted bv the board of directors, but, rather, that the directors 
appropriated $*250,000 for a ‘‘Definitive History of Communism in fhe 
United States.’" The 3-year report then goes on to say that in June 
1954 it -was suggested that the* project might analyze Communist in¬ 
filtration and indoctrination methods, together with an investigation 
of the methods used to resist them. The minutes of June 30, 19 j> 4, 
reflect that the board decided to modifv the scope of the historv of 
the.Communist Party in the United States into smaller projects which 
would'shed light on Communist Party activities in the United States. 
The board voted that the project should consider: 

(a)'Analysis of Communist su'd <•>) infiltration and indoctrination 

methods, with emphasis on the study of infiltration of groups such ns unions 
teachers, etc., and the methods used by such groups to tnrn hack Communist 
infiltration. 

The 3-vear report then reflects that Professor Clinton Rossiter of 
- Cornell was appointed director of the project. The report acknowl¬ 
edged that under Mr. RossiteCs direction a gnmp of scholars were 
to*prepare a series of hooks on Communist influence, past and present, 
in the United States. The 'fields to he covered and the authors re¬ 
sponsible for the research in each field were listed thereafter: 

History of the Communist Part> in the United States (1919-45) : Theodore 


Draper. 

Communism and Anti-Communism (194^ 


'»(»)': David A. Shannon. Teach¬ 


ers College, Columbia University. / 

Communism in tin; Labor Movement: Daniel Ilell, Fortune 
Communism in Religion: Ralph L. Roy. Union Theological Seminary. 
Communism in Government: Earl Latham, Amherst College 
Communism in Education * Robert Iver^en. Drake University 
Communism and Literature Daniel Aaron. Smith College. 


Communism and the Mass Media : Moshe Pecter 


Communism and the Social St nature: Nathan Glazer. , 

Communism and Opinion-Making Groups: John 1*. Roche, Havevford 


College 

By press release dated January 31, 1955, the Fund announced that 
Donald I). Egbert, professor of art and archeology at Princeton Ijnh 
versity, would undertake the studv ‘‘of conimunisui and American art. 
As the 3-year report issued in May 1950 fails to list communism and 
American art as one of the studies, it would appear that this study 
has been dropped. This was accomplished without notice on the part 
of the Fund for the Republic as to the discontinuance of this study. 
But the Fund, through its officers, only make public that which it 
elects to make public and even overrides the directors of the Fund in 
carrving out the officers’ objectives. “We are not seeking espionage 
‘secrets’ nor are we in a,ny sense competing with any legally consti¬ 
tuted authority. We are scholars plying our trade, just as journalists 
or Senate investigators ply their trade, in the only way we know hoiy 
to ply it; bv following every source as far back as we can trace it,’ 
the 3-vear study quotes Mr. Rossiter, the project director. 1 bis is 
a statement made by the director in light of the vote of the directors 
of the Fund for the Republic that the study should include “analysis 
of Communist espionage.” 

Earl Browder, former head of the Oommunist^Party of the United 
States, is identified by the 3-year report of the ImukI as a consultant. 
Browder, can be-yrovod lwrtlrby sworn testimony and by documenta¬ 
tion to have been a leader of Soviet espionage activities both in the 
United States and in other countries of the world. He was convicted 
of applying for and receiving fraudulent passports. He has used 



r 



many aliases- iu his positioiv a$ a leafier of the Uoinmuuist Painty of 
the United States. As W member of t.he t'oinnuunst' InternafiomiT, 
^eUwas a leader of the intfernatiAiml Coinmunist moyement. He was 
krflder nri indictment for per jury at the timerke was hired by 1 he Fund, 
u’nd liius refusecl tr> testify bef r»iT the (Jo ven n 1 iept of the, United States, 
invoking his constitutional privileges. 1 He was hired by Rossitei 
because: \ 

We tliiilk we.luiVe clone a real service to the American people 
' in persuading Browder to talk-to us. J We would, 1 be derelict in' 
our duty us citizens and scholars if we did not seek*"out atf\d 
talk t|0 ! every Communist or ex-Comniunisf willing to give / 
us infoimaCipR, .opinion, or continent oh events by which fie 
lias taken part,. 1 / 

Browder, when no) under oath, has denied .the evidence which;has 
open built-up against hinv. Yet under oath, he con listen Tv invokes 
the fifth a mend merit. The Fund* therefore selects Browder, who 
refuses to adyiSe tile (Tovermnent of the nature of the Comm must 
Ear ‘ ■ " * ^ ~ ’ 1 ’ - 

coming 
ner, -all 

testimony _ r ^ 

The Congress and the American’people have a long-wait. in order to 
determine the objectivity of the end products pf this project. Qne 
fibok has been published, the Roots of American Communism b ; v 
.^Theodore Proper. Tins hook, which relates solely to the Communist 
activities prior to 1021, is based‘’mainly on factual material listed as 
“ an appendage to the .book, with, the: exception of Drapers treatment, 
of the IDl^Russian Revo I lit ion. Therehas never been any contro- 
~ yersy surrounding the events and happenings upon yhich;the book i$ 
.basedSvith the exception of the 191 T r revolution. This book was Qlose 
to completion when he was hired hv Rossi ter to work on the project. 
The noncontroversial nature of the hook was probably the reason why 
Rossi ter violated his own rule with respect to project authors in order 
to lure; Draper. /Point fi, of Professor Ross iters 7-point qualification 
of all authors was “that lie be ufiscarred. although not unmoved and 
hntntored, Ky any brushes he may have had, with communism.” 
/Draper’s book, like many end products of the "Fund for which it has • 
spent over $2 million of tax-exempt money, was published aha cost of 
$6.75 per issue. The hook jacket states thill Sir. prrfper “was, active 
in the (Communist) movement as a young student in the early 19307s 
and served for a time on the staffs of the ‘Daily Worker, the New 
Masses (Communist publications) and the Tass News Agency (official 
Soviet press)!” He “broke with the movement 'entirely 1 in the early 
days of World War IT 7 so it is claimed by the "publisher. 

^ GOVERNMENT WITNESS PROJECT > f 


The 3-year study of the Y undTTor the Republic lists-a irrant of 
$25,000 to the Stanford ‘University Law School for the purpose of 
analyzing: - ' 

The testimony jsriven l>ya limited number of witnesses in congresgiojuiI hear¬ 
ings nnd in legal triiilsiind proceedinf.^ lias to some 1 extent a fitted the general 
understanding of communism in the 'United, States. Stanford haw School wris 
giverra grant to undertake an analysis of this testimony. This study was tmjpiti 
In the fall of 1055 by Prof! Herbert L. Packer.of the Stanford Law School. 

At present Mr. Packer if? collecting the testimony of witnesses, records of 
.legislative, hearings a din ini strati ve proceedings in Judicial triafs in Washington 
and elsewhere! Close textual analysis of this testimony has alWii»*gnn. ( ’ 

In, a “Report and PrppoStd by the I)ean to‘the All mini/ 5 Stanford 
University School of T^ny,'Sgptenj'bef 1957, we fifycl the fallowing de¬ 
scription of the project described by the Fund for the Republic: • j 

This project, financed by a grant; from the Fund for the Itepnhlic.. has been 
underway since January 1956. It da being conducted by Prof. Herbert Packer 
with the help pf a full-time research assistant, Miss Ceceile Murphy,, and l a 
part-time staff consisting of law and graduate students. From the outlet of 
the study My, Pnek^r/has had the counsel of, a grnup’.of his colleagues, including 
Professors/Hurl but. McDonough. Neal. She peril, Spaeth, and ‘Thurman.* 

The subject of study is the testimony of four former members of the Communist 
Party— 1 feii55nheth Bentley. t.ouis Hudcuz* WbLttnker Chambers. and John Luiit- 
*ner—in proceedings relating to the issue of communism, In the United States. 
'These proceedings include congressional Investigations,, hearings before nd- 
>adnistratii*e agent*ies (such as the Subversive, Activities Control Board) and 



74 VBZ - LINO 

trials (such as the Smith Act ornspruthm .*) In which the principal issues have 
been the nature'and extent of Communist activity in the Tinted States, and the 
part played hy larinti* individuals and groups in that activity, 

JThe purpose of the project is to bring together and to synthesize the testimony 
referred to and tlierehr. it is hoyied. to make a contribution to the systematic 
study and public understanding of Tommunfot penetration in the United States 
The study lias.its genes'* in the diversity of witnesses, of subject matters testified 
to, and of occasions on which testimony has been given. This diversity tins two 
opposing tendencies, Onp is the strengthening of particular testimony through 
corroboration hy others. The other i« the weakening of particular testimony' 
through contradictions by others, through inconsistencies, and through 'gups. 
The study is concerned with these twin results of diversity. Tt has. of course, 
no preconception about either. The study is not concerned with whether or 
not on any particular occasion a witness was telling the'truth.- Rather it ^eeks 
to mark out those areas where the'testimony of a given ex-<!ommunist witness* 
stands corroborated or wir* ultra dieted, eitbpr by hi in seif or by others, -from 
those areas where on the face of the record inconsistencies nr gaps hi the testi¬ 
mony exist. ’ v 

Tn pursuing this objective. Mr. Packer and his staff have collected the tran- 
scripts.(either in flip*original or on iiiier<*film) of all public.proceeding in which 
the four witnesses named above (the “primary witnesses'*! have participated. 
They have constructed an indexing svstem for reducing this massive body of 
testimony to manageable pmtiortions and have used this system to analyze the 
testimony of the primary witnesses as well as the testimony of others (“second¬ 
ary witnesses’*) bearing on the matters to by the nrimnry witnesses. 

Mr. Packer is now engaged in preparing*,i report einh«<l\ tng the results of the 
stmlv At the same time. Mr Packer's associates are preparing, under his 
direction, an Index-digest of the to^Hnmny under study based on the. index 
system referred to above. It is anticipated that this index-digest may be of 
substantial use to scholars working on various aspects of the problem .of Com¬ 
munis!, activity in the United States The index-digest will', ft is expected, be 
made available either through publication in conjunction with Mr. Packer's 
report or by other means. The substantial b»'dv of otherwise unobtainable 
material which has been amassed in the course of the study will he deposited 
in an appropriate place whpre it can he available to scholars who wish to use it. 

tt is expected that the project will be completed, except for editorial details’ 
connected with publication: by December 31. Ifi.TT. 

The Three-Year Report of the Fund and the report of the president 
of the Stanford Law School allegedly reflect the interest of both the 
Fund and (lie school in this protect. "Roth fail to trive the American 
people the full storv, The full stow will not be told until the results 
of the study are published, however, the conflict between what is now 
claimed as the purpose as originally outlined, points up the suspicions 
which have been voiced .of the oroipets since its inception. 

It had been charged that the Fund for the Republic would select 
certain former .Communists who have testified before congressional 
committees executive agencies *md Federal, courts, wlm were most 
vulnerable because of the conflict in their testimony and* writings, 
both during and following their memliership in the Oomnumist Party* 
Tt was suspiWoned and charged that witnesses siicli 'as Elizabeth 
Bentley and Whittaker Chambers; would lie selected because hf their 
knowledge of Soviet espionage and the difficulty of obtaining collateral 
information to support this test imnuv ^’he fw+nnlitv of these charges, 
although onlv based on suspicions, struck a sort spot in the makeup of 
President Hutchins who commented upon the charges in a speech: 

The*Stanford University Law School has ?*eceived a grant 
to make air objective analysis and critical summary of the 
testimony of the principal witnesses in the most important 
; .. Communist trials. 

.The professors who direct the studies have complete free¬ 
dom. They are given the money and asked to recruit their 
own staffs and work out their projects in their owtV way. 

If you want to complain of what they do, you have to argue 
that they are incompetent or that they are crooked. Nobody 
lias suggested that they are incompetent. But it has been 
insinuated that in return for money from the Fund they will 
oblige by digging up facts to support any prejudice that any 
officer or director,of the Fund may have. This insinuation is 
so outrageous that it must arise out of acute alarm on the 
part of those who make it. What are they afraid of? T can 
only conclude that they are afraid of the truth/** 


mu of Itights Award. Aimwuam Vetoruun OimujUr**, October T. i!J3$ ( Washington, 
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The Fitnd for the Republic had been negotiating' with Carl E. 
Spaeth, dean of law, Stanford University, for some time prior to the* 
Fund’s forwarding the school the $25,000 check in August 1 J5u. 
This is verifiecUby a letter in the committee's possession dated duly 
1, 1955 from Carl B. Spaeth to Robert M. Hutchins. From this. 
“Dear,Bob" letter, Herbert Packer, who at that time was associated 
with a law firm in Washington, D. C.. was designated to handle this 
proiect: Packer, who had assisted Adam Yarmolinsky in thp prep¬ 
aration of the case studies in personnel security, which this report 
lias previously discussed was to he offered an associate professoiship* 
at Stanford University in connection with his work .on this project. 
The letter, after indicating that the comments of Charles Corker who 
had assisted on the Fund's Communist record project, had been' 
obtained', reads: 

The memorandum makes clear that we agree with Millis r^und consultant on 
security] that this is a lug undertaking. We do not agree with Rtwere IT mid 
consultant and author, of The Kept Witnesses], who believes that tlie joh eould 
he done hy a “well-directed research team, probably comprised largely at law 
students, in & months." If the project begins later this summer, we believe that 
it could be completed by September 11K»B. 

the above emote is entitled “Facui _ 

as 

uemg prepared following suggestions that the I 1 unci' for the Republic* 
initiate and finance an analysis of the testimony-of key witnesses m 
proceedings relating to Communist activities in the United States. It 
is evident from a reading of the memorandum of s the faculty com¬ 
mittee that at the time of its preparation, while probably capable/ 
professors of law, were incompetent scholars of communism in the 

United States. " 

The faculty committee was apparently unaware of the vast quantity 
of document a rv material which has been collected by the free coun¬ 
tries of the world and used for th£ purpose of .establishing the nature 
of the Communist conspiracy. The faculty committee were of the 
belief that the knowledge of the conspiracy rested in the testimony 
of former Communists. In this connection, the first part of then* 
report reads: 

The concept of a Communist conspiracy in the United States which has been 
set dominant-a feature of recent political history, rests in substantial part on 
evidence provided in various contexts by such former houa tide members of 
the Communist movement ns Elizabeth Iientley, Louis llndenz, ami Whittaker 
Chambers, and by such “undercover agents” as Ste'e Nelson and Herbert I ml 
brick The evidence supplied hy these persons 1ms taken the form of testimony 
in court cases, testimonv before congressional committees and administrative 
agencies, books, speeches, and other more or less formal statements. While 
various segments of this material have been intensive!* anal* zed m special 
contexts there has never been a sustained and vigorous analysis of the smn 
total of this material Indeed, the material has never been collected in one 

1,1 The purpose of assembling a collection of this material would be to examine 
the total lM»dv of evidence for («•) internal consistency in -the testimony of 
particular individuals: (6) consistency as between one such individual an 
another, and (o) to what other extent is practicable, verifiability of such 
statements-by external evidence , ■' . 

The committee staff further questions the competence of the faculty 
committee in classifying Steve Nelson as an “undercover agent. 
Nelson, who entered the United States illegally as a child, has been 
an officer of the Communist Party for longer than 20 years. He was 
active in espionage on the west coast during World ar II and has 
been convicted under the Smith Act and Pennsylvania Syndicalism 

Statute, both convictions having been reversed. ' " . , 

It is evident that between the drafting of the faculty memoranda 
in 1955 and the dean of law's report of September 1957, the decision 
was reached to eliminate from the study undercover agents of.the 
Federal ,Bureau of Investigation anil restrict the study solely to 
those classified bv the faculty committee.as “bona tide ( omnmmsts. 
Elizabeth Bentlev, Ixniis Budenz, and Whittaker Chambers were the 
former “bona fide” Communists originally selected for analysis undei 
the proiect. John laiutner was .substituted when it was discovered 
that Steve Nelson did not meet the original “undercover elassihca- 
tion. Herbert Philbrick was apparently dropped. 

The fund faculty committee and the dean of law all claimed that 
the examining of the four individuals listed will contribute to the 
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“systematic study and public understanding of Communist pene¬ 
tration in the United States.’' We are unable to understand how the' 
study proposes to do such a thing when the witnesses selected possess 
no knowledge of so many phases of the Communist conspiracy as it 
relates to the United States. 

None of the individuals selected were affiliated with the Com inform 
from which we learned much of the control exercised over the Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States by the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union. None of the witnesses selected are among the several 
hundred American Communists selected by the leadership of the Com¬ 
munist Party of the United States for training at Moscow University 
or the Lenin Institute in such Communist 'techniques as sabotage, 
espionage, etc. None of the individuals selected were affiliated with 
any of the professional sections of the Communist Party of the United 
States and possessed no. direct knowledge of the operations of profes¬ 
sional units with the exception of what Rentley or Chambers might 
have learned of the operations of professional people who were sepa¬ 
rated from the party and in most instances, assigned to work in es¬ 
pionage operations.* John Lautner, as an official'of the Communist 
Party, would have knowledge relating to the existence of professional 
sections and the procedure of operations within these sections, but 
would possess no detailed knowledge of their actual day-to-day work¬ 
ings or the identity of the membership. Louis Rudenz’s knowledge 
of the Communist Party during the period of.time-that he was in an 
editorial capacity with the Communist Daily Worker was wide and 
varied, but much of his knowledge came to him in connection with 
this position. The manner in which Ru den z has received liis informa¬ 
tion had made him vulnerable to cross-examination as has been demon¬ 
strated in almost every proceeding in which he has appeared as a 
witness for the Government. 

Communists in Government is an area which cannot be covered 
by the witnesses selected for examination. Bentley s and Chambers* 
knowledge of Government related to espionage. Their testimony has 
been challenged and even denied in certain instances before the courts 
and before congressional committees. An illustration of this was very 
evident during the time of Elizabeth Bentleys testimony and was made 
evident through the testimony of witnesses such as Duncan Lee. 
Rentley identified Duncan Lee as a member of an espionage group from 
whom she had received information. Duncan Lee denied that he had 
given Elizabeth Rentley information but did admit to meeting her on 
park benches, at drug store counters, etc. Lee attempted to discredit 
Elizabeth Rentier’s identification of him as a supplier of confidential 
Government documents by classifying her as a frustrated \\oman who 
was seeking him out not in the interest of espionage, but in the interest 
of a subject related to the birds and the bees. Tt is impossible to deter¬ 
mine the concept of a Communist conspiracy in the United States 
from a mere examination of the testimony given by these four wit¬ 
nesses. 1 

Dean Spaeth, in his September 1057 status report, states that the 
diversity of the witnesses, both as to.subject matter testified to and of 
occasions on which their testimony was given, provides for the study, 
of two tendencies: ' 

One is the strengthening <rf the particular testimony through collaboration h.v 
others. The other is the weakening of the particular testimony through con¬ 
tradiction by others, through inconsistencies and through gaps The study is 
coneerned with these twin results of diversity. It has, of course, no preconcep¬ 
tion about either. 

The Fund for the Republic on May 31,105G, reported that the actual 
analysis of the testimony of the witnesses had negun. Yet by Jan¬ 
uary 1058. the results of the study were not public. 

As to the claim that the study was commenced without preconcep¬ 
tion, the 1055 memorandum of the faculty committee questions even 
the accuracy of the claim. The faculty committee memorandum sets 
forth that the analysis would serve the following purposes: 

<//) It would assemble in usfeul form a mass of related material in an area 
significant to the Fund’s field of interest. 
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(HI H|a»aai. n,> .J.Juctlve aDapraia af He rellaWlitj- af.afMml*** 

. SEH SSisSKra s*» 

penetration must. * - < . . 

• 'When, we consider that over 20« .important former functionaries of 
the Communist Party have testified either .before, congressional coin- 
mittees the Subversive'Activities' Coiitrol'Bpard, Federal yourfs in, 
Communists cases, arid‘that these'witnesses imriude the former leaders ( 

of the Gomrriimifct Party of the United States,fh? scope o . le s ut y, 

as^set.forth%tlit{facultycplinnittee;isenlifrhteiipv,' •••.’ •' 

V tt is-proposed to concentrate on tlifc,testimony ofiioi more/ 


live ot Tjprmer ”uuna uu« .7 - r p 

Philbriek as representative of the testimony of Flu C ) 
munists." If time permits the study,could be expanded to 

U> In Ihe'ciises of Bentley and Budenz, the stuck would m- . 
elude speeches, writings, etc., to the extent available* piedat- 
iim 'the period during which these three individuals appeared > 

'' is Govennneut witnesses. Tliis material, dating from a point, 
“SS theevents described in *ibsequent testimony,! 
would afford an interesting basis for comparison ccith fliesub- 
Stance of later testimony. > 

Analysis of the testimony would consider, among other 
varying conditions of solemnity and varying opportunities f 01 u oss- ( 
examination ander which the testimony was given. . 

V The study -Would not lie primarily concerned with expres¬ 
sions by the witnesses as to ultimate questions of judgment, 

- such as the extent of Communist penetration, since it is d.«i- . 

cult to verify or disprove such statements. Instead, it would _ 

concentrate on' assertions of fact as .to 'W'dates' 
©Wilts/ The typical question would not be. IVas Biiden-y 
tfvht about the extent of Communist penetration of tiade 
.union movement?” But, “does other evidence 
own, tend to confirm or deny an assertion by 
A, a trade union leader, 'waS a part, of the Communist a\ 

PS The'study would be inclined to material available as a f 
matter of public record. This seems desirable ±01 at least 

tW °(a) Asa*practical matter, it is impossible to obtain access 
‘ to any but the most fragmentary and um-eliable form,To 
statements civen in confidence, such as interrogations by tl e 
FB^and (&) i study which made use of such fnigAientary. 
material of a confidential nature as happened to be arable 
' ' Would be open to'severe and nivited^riticism for pesenh n 
' a distorted picture while an analysis based on the public 
. record alone, while admittedly incomplete, ™£d «ontain 
everythin" an intelligent citizen would have before him in 
mffig up His nijnd about the reliability of the witnesses. 

""lEfim, of material fumlyzed tt,meters ol pohlic.^ord. 
eliminate loyalty security “A *X«,d 


the testimony of .informants in general, and especial ij wei - 
known “professionals” such as Bentley and. Budenz, is not a 
. significant factor in administrative . proceedings concerned 
wTtli the 1 loyalty or security of Government employees, oi 
othei’s who iFell within such programs. 

Finally the faculty committee 'memorandum. deals with why the 
m oiect Should be under tlie sponsorship of the Stanford Law School 
KSe?tlmn a pWject of theWd for the Republic itself. In this 
regard, the memorandum suijniuarizes its position as follows. 
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In summary, from the Fund s viewpoint an'd from the view¬ 
point of Stanford Law School, it would seem desirable, if the 
grant is made for the school rather than the Fund to direct 
and control the project. Concomitantly, decisions as to the „ 
form of the report and its publication would be in the hands 
of the school and the faculty members would direct the proj¬ 
ect. It should be understood, however, that publication is the , 
primary objective of the study and if the project can be 
executed substantially along the lines planned its results will 
be made generally available regardless of this significance 
in the eyes of those conducting it. If the study is well-con¬ 
ceived, as we believe it is, its value as a school-only contribu¬ 
tion will lie in making the materials accessible to a wide group 
of scholars and citizens and will not depend upon the conclu¬ 
sions which are or can be drawn from the materials. 

In light of the faculty memorandum, the Fund and Dean Spaeth 
publicly advise that the project was started without preconception. 
Yet, Dean Spaeth points to the only outcomes of the study; either 
they establish, the reliability or unreliability of the four selected for 
analysis. In i light of the restrictive outcome of the study, it is 
interesting that it was proposed to obtain material “dating from a 
point in time near the events described in subsequent testimony. 
This according to the faculty committee “would afford an interesting 
basis for comparison with the substance of later testimony.” The 
phrase “interesting basis for comparison” is a strange-phrase to use 
for a study which is free of preconception. 

Lack of preconception is difficult to perceive in the light of the 
fact that the study would not, according to the faculty committee 
'concern itself with the “extent of Communist penetration of the 
trade union movement” as testified by Budenz, but would rather 
concern itself solely with whether his assertion “that A, a trade 
union leader, was a part of the Communist apparatus.” In spite of 
this rather frank admission that the study would only be interested 
in the reliability of identifications of individuals, we are lulled into 
a belief that the Fund was attempting to establish to wliat extent 
this testimony has affected “the general understanding of communism 
in tjie United States.” Or rather, that which the faculty committee 
asked us to believe; namely, that they, were attempting to establish 
that the “conception of a Communist conspiracy in the United 
States * * * rests in substantial part on evidence provided in various 
contexts” by and including those whose testimony were selected for 
• study. Or rather still, that which Dean Spaeth asked us to believe; 

. namely, that they were attempting to establish “an understanding 
of Communist penetration.” , 

The documents set forth above illustrate the preconceptions for this 
study. Only the final product will demonstrate whether or not this 
tax-exempt money (appropriated by the Fund constitutes a nonohjec- 
, tive, noneducational expenditure for the purpose of engaging in a 
propaganda activity, and is therefore expended in clear violation of 
the law. The responsibility is not lessened by the reasons which the 
faculty committee set forth as to-why,the project* should he one of the 
Stanford Law School rather than a project of the Fund. 

The School of Law, Stanford University, also received an appro¬ 
priation from the Fund for the Republic of $5,000 tt> conduct an 
^ examination of. the phase of the administration of the Nation’s se¬ 
curity program. While the committee has not analyzed the end 
product,, the preliminary negotiations between the Fund and the 
school are of interest as an understanding of how the Fund for the 
Republic issues its grants. A reading of the official reports and 
releases of the Fund for the Republic indicates that the Fund does 
not initiate the studies for which the grants are subsequently made. 
According to Fund publications, a scholar or a school, independently 
decides on the subject matter of investigation and in the absence o’f 
money requests a grant from the Fund/ This grant is to make 
possible a study which*\vas originally conceived by either the scholar 
or the university. 
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1 lie l*<ick<jfi ouiid inf the grant now benif; discussed is reflected in 
a memorandum dated 'March til, 11)55, from Del Fuller.-Stanford 
l diversity Law Review, to Dean of Law Carl B. Spaeth. This memo' 
reflects that George ..Overton, identified as counsel for the Fund, ad- 


„ " * ; A V 1 v 1 duwii s pecuntv rro- 

^rams.; I he Fund for the Republic was thereafter advised that the* 
btantord haw Review would be interested in making one of three* 
studies: - - / * 

1 1 v ' 

svstems StU<ly ° f ri,< ‘ ial or re,i *?i<>ns discrimination in California public-snliool 

-• A study! of the impact of security regulations on flic hiring and firing poli- 
ami) <>f " nV " te "Hfl^try—the electronics industry - (San Francisco peninsula 

•t ‘A study of lo&ihhail-hond systems. 

These areas of interest were then turned.over to George Overton 
who forwarded them to the Fund office in New York. Dave Freeman 
wrote Dean Spaeth: ^ / 

George Overton has passed'along to us the interoffice memo¬ 
randum from Del Fuller relating to the Stanford Law Review 
project. Bob Hutchins, Ping Ferry, and 1 have all looked 
over the three suggested summer study topics, and we are in 
f«u ot of \ our pursuing this matter^ further.' If we were to 
make the decision between the three studies, we would lYrob- 
ably vote for No. 2; both of the others would also be of 

. interest toms. ■***.• ' ( 

Should you and Mr.fuller' decide that projechNo. 2 is the 
one you would like to undertake,- von may' want to talk to' 

Hal lock Hoffman m our west coast office. As you know, we 
have various projects cooking in the security area and,some 
ot these might provide useful material or contacts for your 

. resea rchers.' , 

The electronics industry in California was still as of March 1055 
pretty much under- the Communist-dominated United Electrical,. 
Radio and Machine Workers-which Fad been expelled from the CIO 
m 194.) because of its subservience to communism. However, as we 
shall see from the Fuller interoffice-memorandum, this Communist 
nomination was of no concern Vojhe study, af. am effect on national 
security. I lie only points of interest 'to -the‘school in its stndv of the 
administiaklon of the Nation's security programs were-i ( 

<1) To what extent do security regulations explicitly block the hiring of 
people who would otherwise be acceptable emjfloyees? ' * ✓ 

(2) To what extent do. personnel directors anticipate security clearance nrob- 
lems and. in order to-avoid clearance problems, impose u more rigorous standard 
of acceptability than do the regulations? 


, . INFLUENCE OF LEGISLATION 

% September' 15)56, the committee had exposed the deceitful con- 
duct of the Fund for the Republic* as it related to it's project of al- 
leged blacklisting in the entertainment, industry and its award to the 
1 lymouth Monthly Meeting re Mary Knowles. - With the completion 
of the hearings, the Fund for the Republic stepped up its campaign 
to discredit the committee. Part, of this attempt to discredit encom- ’ 
passed the laying of a'liiotiration-for the hearings.and investigation 
by the committee, at the feet of the committee chairman. Fund prop- 
agandist Joseph Lyford, writing in the August 27 issue.of the New 
Republic, laid this background in an article “Fund—Americanism 
Among the Quakers/ Dealing with the committee's hearings in con¬ 
nection with the Plymouth Monthlv Meeting award by the Fund for 
the Republic, Lyford stated ,as a matter of fact that there “was little 
mystery about Walters purpose ,in Philadelphia**. Lvford charged 
Unit the hearings were another round “in a campaign to discredit the ' 
Fund for the Republic . The background of the campaign is quoted 
by Lyford as follows: - 1 

Months previously Walter had revealed the sources of his antagonism to the 
Hind in some curious conversations with several of its directors; he was under ; 
the mistaken impression that the Fund was lobbying for repeal of the McCarran- 



80 VBZ-LINO 

Walter Immigration Act. Repeated denials by Fund officials tailed to shake the 
Congressman’s misapprehension or deter him from i^Miing press releases ques¬ 
tioning the loyalty and integrity of the Foundation I Fund l 

No press release or statement by the committee has ever questioned 
the loyalty and,integrity of the Fund which the committee considers 
to be the directors of tiie Fund. Any statement issued by the com¬ 
mittee reflects upon the conduct of the officers of the Fund such jis 
J oseph Lyford, the author of this article. Whether the officers blind 
disregard for the security of the United States tends to question their 
lovalty only the officers themselves can state. 

In the September 1950 bulletin of the Fund for the Republic, pre¬ 
pared, printed, and distributed by tax-exempt money, the Fund con¬ 
tinued the propaganda started by Lyford in his article in the New 
Republic. In this bulletin titled “Congressman Walter Investigates,”* , 
we And this language: 

I5ethel M. Webster, counsel for the Fund, at once made efforts to see Mr. ^ 
Walter, but was unable to obtain an appointment pptil March 5, :-F/t months 
later When Mr. Walter finally agreed to see the Fund’s counsel. bis main con- 
<•{> 1*11 seemed to be to find out whether the Fund had been financing attack"* upon 
the McCarran-Walter Immigration Act, of which he was coauthor, (It had not 
‘been.) Since lie ga\e no other explanation for the inquire, Mr. M alter left 
counsel under the impression that his sensiti\ ity in the matter of this rontui- 
'Versial measure was the main reason for his hostility to the Fund. 

To support its allegation that it had not been engaged in activities 
related to repeal of the Walter-McCarran Immigration Act, the Fund 
* Jiad prepared a memorandum dated May lfl, lffi>(>, which it submitted 
to the committee. This memorandum detailed appropriations made 
by the Fund for the Republic dealing with the subject matter of 
immigration and naturalization. The memorandum reported that 
among appropriations made for studies of this subject,'the Fund on' 
July JO, 1054, appropriated $15,000 to the Common Council for 
American Unity “to support during a 0-month period the expansion 
of the council's work in protecting the legal*rights of aliens." Also, ’ 
that the Fund on May 10, 1055, appropriated $J*2,500 to the common 
council "to enable the council to assemble and describe a large number* 
of case histories of aliens in tins country, with a view to assisting in 
rhe understanding of the operation of laws affecting .aliens and im¬ 
migrants.” 

This representation by the Fund for the Republic is typical of its - 
operation. -Rather than supplying to the committee the complete doc- , 
umeutatioii possessed by the Fund covering these appropriations, 
they selected only that which purports to be a justification of their - 
claim. If they had presented to the committee the requests for grants , 
made by the Common 7 Council for American Unity, they would have 
forwariled to the committee, among other documents, a letter dated 
April 2 ( .), 1955. The committee \yonld then have been apprised that 
the end use of the product financed by nearly $50,000 of the Fund 
for the Republic money was clearly intended to influence legislation: 

The facts assembled, and the conclusions to he drawn from 
them, would he made available as wjdcly as possible in the . 
form of a hook or report, pamphlets, and special articles. It 
.s earns only fair to expect that they would p/ora an important 
inff/netae in <uln< atintf public opinion . in obtain}no amend¬ 
ments to e/.eistiny laa\ in efjeathof chan yes in /t\ admin/st ra¬ 
tion. * * 5 ‘ f Emphasis supplied.] 

In light of the quote from the request for grants, let’s examine again 
the statement made by the'Fund for the Republic in its bulletin of 
September 15, 1050, and the factual declination “it Jiad not been". 
Let's also examine the end use of the product financed by the Fund 
for the Republic in light of the statement w hich appears in the Fund s 
bulletin of January 1057, “The,Fund does not attempt to influence 
leir^hCion :: " 

The end product, the hook entitled “The Alien and the Immigration 
Law, .a Study Under the Direction of Edith Lowenstein, Common 
Council for American Unity,” proves without equivocation that the 
true purpose of the study undertaken under the grant w as to influence 
and promote legislative changes iir the existing immigration laws, 
as well as to promote proposals for changes of administrative pro¬ 
cedures,.. 


/ 
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•Iij its foreword, Mr.. ’Reed Lewis,'executive director of the Common 
i Council for American Unity stated: \ 

/ As-such, the study ran he -valuable as' a sourc e in discussing needed changes - 
and will, we hope, 'prove a contribution to better legislation. ’i - - y 5 } 

Mi\Leyvis fu rthei^ stresses/tlmlobbying aspects of the publication 
by stating that— s . ( * /♦ s - 1 

/> Some of the .hard si ups created by a .rigid law have been corrected'ior at least / 
alleviated, by the Immigration Act of September ll* WTiJ. _This new 4egi station' ' 
’ rt^s.not, however. coverall the situations in .which iuhnimstra tire'discretion 
* ease hardships is needed. Unless such discretion Is vested in the Administrative 1 
, branc h of the povernment to a 1 much greater extent than* now, the*" need foe 
private legislation \yill continue, and, with it an uneven distribution of justice 
since such relief is'not readily available to many airehs. ,... v < t 

, In addition t.o flie. revealingstatements of-' purposes'inside i>y Mr. 
Lewis Hie study itself stresses the necessity of legislative.changes'in 
.'the,e'xisting\system of allocation of immigration quotas-to the various \ 
.countries .of tlnh world and(advocates the' necessity of ■< legislation ■ 
y, amending 1 the present law asdt relates to depprtsiti'pn -of aliens, to ' 

, natiiralixntioii procedures,' and to provisions of the nationality statutes 
governing expatriation. ..', , <■ • - 4 * / j 

Cet.’s also examine the denial of the % influeiice"of legislation "made V 
' by Fund in' January /1957 with the, fact .that, the'Fund lias used tax-" 
^P.k looneys -to^distribute the :>5tli annual’report of the American . 
Cvivu-Liber ties Union.*. This publication " deal extensively 'with le<ns- 
latKe recommendations. While it is true that this is a publication ; 

tbe Amenciiii\Oivil Liberties ITnion, its 'distribution- j byTheiFund' ' 
Tor .the Republic Mifakes the legislative 'recommendations contained 
1 J]^y ei V a 11 s i by 1 i t y- of fhe^Fund' itself. There can'be no question'. 

’ ^. e Fund-fof the Republic was aware of the American Civil 

,t Liberties Union s role directed toward influencing legislation. Writes 
the ACLIJin thplnilletiiidistribiited^by theFund: * ’ 1 ; ' 

A' ContrilniUons >to the Americaii Civil Liberties Union "arc not-deductible‘ for 

t J) e Treasur - v Apartment has held fhat a'“substantial 
pair, of the Umon ^activities is directed toward' its influencing legislation. v 

, ,/^\ e WAlter-McCa rran • Immigration* Act was. also the subject of 
attacks by another'Fund financed",' enterprise' * ‘TliiS- involved Hhe - 
Ldward R. Marrow telecast of an interview with Tl. Robert 6ppen- 
heimer on his “See IP Now’ 5 television prognim of January 4. 1955 
Ry February U the.\Fund officers had negotiated with Murrow and' 
possibly CBS for tlie purchase of 110 lfi-hnn. /prhitsh The'prints, 

, (Purchased by the.Fumr.wHS v not the. interview presented 1 on the air 
but ail-expanded versioinnmning oO minutes. At a^iost of $15,aC6.9l/ 
exclusive of cost of distribution, the film had been* shown to 108,018 
personally September 1956. , w. . t 

A ; TI , le ^’ r '? ', vas / llmost entirely jtji'e story of the'School for Advanced J 
K ^tudy, 1 rincetpn, N. J. } which Oppenheimer heads. While extremely ► 
^educational it did * not relateAip the FundJs chartei;, unlessTit was 
‘ ^tended to ^combat the impressions held by the American people of 
Oppenheimer following his removal from Government atomic re¬ 
search. x he committee staff cloes not charge that* this .was its intent in 
spite/of other actiohson the part of the Fund with respect ho Oppen- f 
lieimer. . The committee staff finds the expenses incurred bV the Fund - ’ 
was in. viol a tiom of tax-exempt -regulations because of its attack upon) ' 
\ f he VV a Iter-Met. a rran Ininiigration Acjt. This subject was unsolicit-A' 
euly in jeetecLinto the interview,by Murrow, wlio used .Oppenheimer for; 
x" 1 ® purpose of falsely^implying that the law in itself .was responsible 
tor denying scientists admission^ to the United States. tf While some 
scientists have been denied entry'Snto the* United States the reasons ' 
tor some were not discussed, Miiryow merely- asked- if the Walter- 
McCairan Act viis not responsible for denyhigvfree intercourse amon< r 
scientists^ to which Oppenheimer replied "fit is a^whoify grotesque 
way to meet theqn-oblem of espionage. Ttis-a scandal.” ^ ‘ / 

The fact that among hliese^scientists were Communist ngents, 1 in- 
. vcfluding those vyho were known, to have assisted or condoned Soviet/v 
espionage - was conveniently omitted. . Df. ( Oppenheimer knew the 
identity of several as the result of hie experiences during the develop¬ 
ment of the A-bomb. ' ?:.i v , 


\ 






Oppenheimer defense and the condemnation of those not support- f 
imVhim was a favorite cause of the Fund HLhey even spent tax- 
exempt money to attack the special body under the chairmanship of 
Gordon- Gray, which voted to remove Oppenheimer s secur ty eleai- 
u>p r r () Mccomnlish this they selected for distribution Charles 
Curtis" book, The Oppenheimer Case. This book clearly 1>°™ ts j*P 
the distinction which the committee makes Between the right ot Charles 
I> c ur ti s to write and have published any view which he mamtanis, 
and the right-of the Fund to accept am 

adopt it for their propaganda purposes. That Charles 1 . Cu > 
prejudiced he acknowledges: ■ - 

To begin with, you should know what this book is based 
on—in other words, what lies behind it. M hat usually lies 
behind a book is mainly the opinions, the prejudices and lie 
experiences of the author. 1 am not going to keep eithe m 
opinions or my prejudices out of this book. 1 don t want . 

I Wouldn’t anyhow. I know Oppenheimer. 1 don_t know him 
well. I have met, him half a dozen times. But I know him 
well enough to start with an opinion-—or, 1 }on pie e*? a 

pveiudice^in liis favor. And the transcript of the proceed¬ 
ings and the decisions have confirmed my opinion and my 
prejudice. 

Were the prejudices of Charles P. Curtis adopted by the bund 
when it selected the hook for distribution? Was it j ie ’nt^ibof the 
Fund that the 500 educators, business executives, and hiwyeis to w horn 
they mailed the book adopt the prejudices of both the author and 

^'objectivity, not prejudice, is that which Congress intended to re¬ 
ward, through the grant of tax exemption. 

TELEVISION ACTIVITIES 

The Fund also condemned the University of Washington because 
of its action against .T. Bobert Oppenheimer. pR 

Oil this occasion, it utilized'not a hook or show by Kdwai • 
Murrow, hut a news film. The film was prepared under an expet.i- 
mental project, of the Fund and was supplied to television stations m 
the name of the Fund for the. Republic. The Fund s actum m this, 
film was similar to that of the filni which it produced to publicize the 

"TcconSto thifcommittee staff's evidence, unveritiahle because of 
the refusal of the' Fund to make its records available for inspection, 
this prooram was inaugurated by the officers of the b nod, " ltlmu ap- 
prov’al of the directors According to the minutes of the meetings of 
directors, supplied to the committee by the Fund, this project was not 
discussed with the directors until May lb, 1955, when President Hutel - 
ins and Vice President Ferry reported on die experimental piogiam 
• which had been supplying television news clips to newsca^crariii Houtli- 
ern California on an experimental basis, k ollowing the discussion, t . 
directors empowered the executive committee ot the k 0 ‘ . 

the recommendations of the officers tor an expansion of this set \ ice. 
()„ September 15. 1955,' $200,000 was appropriated to operate the tele- 
vision news clip program on i\ national sctwe for 1 y&fiv. 

' The'Three-Year Report of the Fund of.May 1»56 reporting that 
30 TV news clips had been released and had been shown before an 
estimated audience of 55,581,000 persons. Describing t te 
one which provided- motion picture reports of events of interest in 
civil liberties or race relations to television and network news editois 
a U over the United States, at no cost, the Fund reported : 

' i„ Sei.te.nber lfir.r., it was f«‘lt that results, with television film 
' iirovided" under an experimental radio-television ai-propi intu.l. Justified ex 
landing of news film service which the Fund began in (.ahforma. 

The Fund's interest in J. Robert Oppenheimer is reflected m two 
separate films prepared and financed by the Fund. 
film project.. Both films revolve around the action by Di. Ileany 
Schmitz, president of the University of V ashmgton. m barmur Op- 
pBnl'ehiiel'af, » ct,mpnss!*':iker. The tii-st T V clip news relense Mid/nr 
script describes the film as: 

Tl.e notion of the president of the University of Washington. I)r Henry Schmitz, 
in refusing to allow atomic scientist Dr. J. lh.he.-t l.lppenheimer to speak, on the. 
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campus? has stirred up a' hornet * uwf In Seattle. Ahki\v students hahffed^Db , 
Schmitz in' effigy and then held a mass meeting.to demand Schmitz change Ms 
rulihfr.\. Schmitz has refused So today the student hotly sent a delegation to 
the State capital to protest. Here's wlmt some of the students thinkyibout it 

In tlie presentation of the students, a majority, an (xverwliel filing 
majority, of the s students,presented on/the film were those voicing 
protest against the actions of the president in barring Oppenheimer. 
This absence of a representative number. ' While,the tilhi makes the 
charges against Dr. Schmitz quoted above, the film closes,with the 
mere announcement: “Div Schmitz was unavailable for comment. 

President Schmitz 7, position and reasons for barring Oppenheimer 
from the campus of the University of .Washington, was a. matter of 
public record at the time of the student protest, as well as at the time 
of the preparation of the Fund TV news clip. Certainty the un¬ 
availability of President Schmitz does not excuse the Fundi for the 
Republic from representing‘his position and therefore, presenting to. 
'the TV audience an objective'coverage of the-controversy. , 

. ■ Following the incident reported in .the above FY news clip, * e 
was scheduled-at'the University-of Washington on April 7 and 8; 
1955, a symposium on “The Molecular Basis of Enzyme: ' Because ot 
the Oppenheimer ihciderit, certain invited lecturers refused to attend. 
The Fund produced and financed a news clip dealing witlpthese re¬ 
fusals. The clip relating that “seven .of the invited lecturers had 
refused‘to attend, presents li ve, Prof. Arthur Komberg of George 
'Washington University, St; Louis, Mo. Komberg is presented read¬ 
ing a portion of his letter to President Schmitz, which lettei sets toit. i 
his support of Ur. Oppenheimer and his .condemnation of the presi- 
dent'. of the University .of Washington in barring;him'fn»m the 
campus. Tn the preparation of this news .clip, Professor -Schmitz 
wasuivailable and had released a statement but' the film.silently por- ’ 
trayed President Schmitz at various University of' Waslirngton func¬ 
tions. President. Schmitz’ statement was furbished eaclfTV:coni]>any 
with a print of the clip but the souild track of the clip did not contain - 
l the “statement. 

According.to the committee,investigation, other Fund produced 1 V 
news clips are as follows :• ( ... 

One related to “FearMn Education.”, i - . • , ' 

In this news clip presented to networks m the name of the fund 
for the Republic,\there is presented a .teacher in the Los Angeles 
, public school system expressing an opinion on the subject .of fear in 
education. \ The scriptAeads: {■ ,' , , ,/ ■ ' ... 

She is a leading faculty member in her' school. ,To protect .her from any 
possibility, of' reprisal dr discrimination as a result df expressing her frank 
opinions, she is unidentified. < • . • f • • 

Her unsupported opinion is presented, as a followup (to an opening, 
statement by a moderator: - , . 

- A teacher .in the I,os Angeles public system today charged thiitAy idespreud 
fear on the part of teachers generally is hurting tlie quality, of education. ., 

* Another related to ah “Armed Forces Day/parade in' Long Beach, 

^ This television news film documents! a'conflict which look place, 

, at. the Long Beach, Calif., Armed ForcesjDay parade. It resulted 
from indignation of veterans of World Wars T, II, and the Korean 
war over signs carried by affiliates of the Fdlowship of Reconciliation. 

The Fund-produced' film portrays the conflict as a condemnation 
of the veterans, hot of the pickets. This film decries the violation 
of.the civil rights of the pickets and, infers that, the interference with 
the veterans right to parade does not constitute a civil rights violation. 
The committee’s^investigatioii lias established that the- picketing 
-engaged in under the Fellowship of Reconciliation ^yas-,designed to 
agitate tlie veVefans participating in the parade. All. of tlie pickets 
were not affiliated with the Fellowship of Reconciliation as we, have 
learned from documents in the committee’s possession. On May./. 
1953, a meeting of the executive hoard of the Southern California 
Peace Crusade was held at, the Fifsf Unitarian Church - At, this 
, meeting, Peter Hynn, an identified Communist,/announced that the 
Fellowship of Reconciliation was planning a poster march in the, 
parade. He further announced jtliat, any individuals interested..m 

'.participating in the poster march would be welcomed. 
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Apparently the Fund for the Republic was on hand to/film violence 
which was anticipated but did not take place.’ Ignoring the right of 
the loyal citizen to peacefully demonstrate, free of molestation, the 
Fund for the Republic stated in its release, which accompanied the 
television news clip: - 

This film clip is furnished by the Fund for the Republic as an illustration 
that basic constitutional liberty applies to all groups, even those with whom 
the majority may'disagree. , , 



Other Fund-financed television news clips related to the subject of ( 

\ loyalty baths, asm condition of residence in public housing projects, 
loyalty oath requirement for tax-exempt veterans, student demon¬ 
stration on encroachments on academic freedoms a libel suit growing * 

out of Communist charges, ruling by California attorney general that 
the Bible should' not he read in classes, Socialist Party's objection 
of the inclusion of one of, its organizations on the Attorney General’s 
list, and attacks on certain aspects of the Federal-security program. “ 

In addition the Fund for the Republic has financed television news 
dips featuring the extremely biased California attorney, A. L. Wirin. 

Wirin,. whose uncontrollable bias on oiie occasion necessitated the 
committee ejecting him from a hearing in California, was featured 
, arguing'the unconstitutionality of loyalty oaths. v 

; Bike the Mary Knowles award, the Fund for the Republic prepared * j 

a television news clip qh its a ward to the ‘‘West wood-TJCLA-YWCA/’ 

President Hutchins, of the Fund for the Republic, used the opportun¬ 
ity of the award to attack the Attorney General’s list of subversive 
organizations. Pie praised the “Y” for renting its facilities to groups 
/‘even though they are on the Attorney]General’s list.” 

The Attorney Generals’ list vhis described bv Hutchins, speaking 
for the Fund for the Republic, as the “most pernicious institution of 
recent times.” Hutchins’ condemnation of the Attorney'General’s^ 
list while demonstrating a consistency in Hutchins’ position, is but 
merely another item of proof of the biased operation of the Fund for - 
the Republic. * i , 

The committee stuff has not examined, for the purposes of this report, 
the Fund for the Republic-financed TV news clips relating to religion 
or race. As wediave'stated previously in'this report,, while expendi- j 

tures by the Fund for the Republic in these fields may be objectionable, “5 

•the committee lias excluded them from the report in order not to 
confuse the issue. We feel however that the Internal Revenue Serv¬ 
ice would upon investigation find Several of the TV news clips to be 
propaganda in origin and in content. The propaganda value of the 
jvisual media, such as radio and television, lias been discussed by the ' 

committee staff time and time again. . The FuncHor the Remihlie in its * 
blacklisting report -attempted to reject this argument through an 
analysis of the screen plays of Holy wood Commnists—principally 
the “Hollywood Ten.” While rejecting the argments of the propa¬ 
ganda of this medium, the Fund.has appropriated large sums of 
money for;the.purpose of utilizing the propaganda advantage offered 
by TV. ' t r . > , ' 

The Fund appropriated $200,000 for ajelevision series featuring ' / 

the cartoonist Herb Block. Herb Block’s cartoon condemnation of ’ 

investigation of communism, .is known to everyone including the’ 
officers of the Fund. His ^‘cartoon.‘treatments of congressional in- 
„ vestigations of conimumsm, the operationV)f’theioy al tYseciuity pro-- 
gram, and individuals active'ijv the*.exposcKpf has been j 

'condemned as a tragic demonstration of Americanism. ' YW the Fund 
f°]' Republic hires Herb Block to‘feature a series relating to the , \ 

investigations of communism, and'the many security programs. The 
actual treatment by'Herb Block is denied the committee through the' 
refusal of the Fund for the Republic to make its files available for 
examination. The project was discontinued when the Fund found - , 

that the series could not be tailored to put across its point without 
' showing the obvious bias. The committee staff is unan are of the cast of 1 
this discontinued project to the Fund for^the Republic, > Herb Block , 
is known to have received $1,750 for his services, 
v/* Expended by the Fund for the Republic was $27,223.46 for a 
similar propaganda treatment by Al Capp. Two films were prepared 
by Capp, neither of which were distributed by the Fund for the 1 
Republic and the films were returned to the author. I The principal 

1 _' 
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treatment of the"'fifst' film % A1 Capp was't le ndicuhng ot Amer- 
‘i-ea’s concern over communism. It was accomplished through. the 
betrayal of a soilp manufacturer, who was portrayed exhibitin'! 
a ridiculous concern over subversives in his plant. 1 he second film 
hi 1 Capp was a discrimination treatment. I’lie committee stall takes’ 
exception to this expenditure of $-27,000 by the Fund for the Ksnublic- 
as a violation of expenditures approved under tax-exempt legislation. 
Irrespective of the fact that the film was not distributed, the story 
outline of the film, if the Fund would have been interested in its 
Contents, would have demonstrated the propaganda treatment ot the 
film and the'$27.(>00 of tax-exempt, money would not have been wastert. 

The Fund expended;$31,881.56', for a film directed by Sidney Lumet, 
a subiect of Cogley’s blacklisting report on TV. This him revolves 
ajouiid a school-bus driver, who was asked to sigib a loyalty oaft. 
The driver refused torsign the oath and was fired: 1 he film gnes 
considerable treatment, to a meeting of townspeople debating - nm- 
statement of the driver. The film ends without showing the resultant 
action of the townspeople. It appears that this, some $.»<>,OOfi is-.an- 
. other expenditure of the Fund for the Republic intended to contribute 
toward the destruction of loyalty oath requirements. Hie com¬ 
mittee staff' is unable to find a .single treatment of the lovaltv- 
security program, by the Fund for the Republic which even by in- 
ference could be classified as constituting approval. 

- The Fund for tlie Republic has in addition to the above, spent 
several hundred thousand dollars in an effort to encourage the presem 
tatibn on the American TV screen of drama which represents the 
perpetuation of the Funds way of life. The winning scripts in the , 
Funds contest, for TV plays relating to the subiect of civil rights and 
civil liberties, were made available to radio and TA netuoiks- I 1 - 
Fund lias bitterly complained over the unwillingness of the radio and 
TV networks to adopt these works for network presentation. I he 
Fund's complaint is apparently based upon disappointment., that the . 
industries did not. see eye to eye with former land chairman, Paul 
Hoffman. Hoffman, in a ceremony, at the Waldorf Astoria Hotel m 
August 1955, stated: 

The subjects with which these writers have dealt include 
some of the fundamental issues facing the Nation today. »v e 
tire confident that the television industry will tind many, if 
not, all, of the winning scripts,.eminently suitable tor pro¬ 
duction. 

The principal judge engaged by tl^e Fund for the .Republic was 
.Jtilien Bryan, whom the Fund describes as a documentary him pro¬ 
ducer. Rivan could be classified as an expert on Russia. In the 
. middle 1980's, be is reported to have 'been, a game tor the Russian 
Travel Department. He apparently has had little difficulty in pene¬ 
trating the Iron Curtain., as illustrated by the film which he made 
in 1947 im religion in Russia and Wife 19f><> film on China. FIis objec¬ 
tivity and effectuality are seriously questioned,by his presentation ot 

both" these subjects. . , , • , 

To encourage the live presentation of scripts, the theme ot winch 
met the approval of the Fund for the Republic, a committee of a wards 
was created by the Fund. After the death of Fund Director Robert L 
Sherwood, the awards were named in his honor, lhe Jl-year stuctv 
acknowledges an expenditure in this field by the Fund ot $lt •*">'<» 
which the committee staff estimates is about one-thmlot the total ex- 
iieiiditnres of the Fund today in this field." In the February 2i. 19:>fi, 
issue of New Leader, there is unarMcle entitled “Fund tor the Republic 
Muffs- Again.” Although this article relates to the Robert L. Sher¬ 
wood awards, it illustrates the cleverness of the Funds operation 
Kerinit Bloom garden was the only theater representative among the 
Sherwood award jurors. .Joseph T- Shipley, the author of the article, 
as well as the New Leader, itself, can only be considered as obiective 
bystanders, in eitlier the operation of the I uiul tor the Republic, the 
loyalty-security program enforcements, or the procedures ot com¬ 
mittees investigating communism. Therefore, as an expression ot 
the posit ion of the committee staff. the article is hereafter quoted. 

Tlie Fund for flic Republic- 1ms n tine title:.’it implies u trust, almost a c edi- 
cation. The Fund is devoted to the preservation of our American liberties-, m 
this great cause. It has just established three awards "for television programs 
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dealing with American" liberty and freedom, as presented on commercial tele- v 
\ vision/’ There is an award of $20,000 '(for the best network anmnt/.'luuotUer, of 7 
$20,000 Tor the~ best network documentary,*' aud one of $15,000 “for the best 
production of .either type by an indeiKmrient Nation/' These prizes are to be 
known as the Robert E. Sherwood Aw urds 

In seeking to honor the memory of Robert K: Sherwood, in using his name 
to lend his dignity and integrity to its? l a wards, the Fund must assume the 
. responsibility of insuring winners who* will manifest the high level of love of 
democracy and fair dealing marked in' the life and in the plays of Robert 
Sherwood. In the theater, no more staunch exemplar of democracy can be 
found. As president of the Dramatists* Guild* (I wish I had space to quote his 
farewell address), as fellow worker and friend of playwrights, as man and 
author, he was a pillar of faith and works for liberal thought and liberty. Ilis 
There Shall He No Night, a drama of the Klims* stalwart stand against Russian 
tyranny, is a /laming indictment of the ruthless totalitarian drive, When L‘ 
chatted with him not long before his death, he. spoke of ‘buy two dearest loves, 
the United Nations ideals and the theater/’ 

Of tiled! jurors for the Robert E. Sherwood awards, only 1 is> of the theater. 
Since H are attorneys, V h college president. 1 Mrs, Eleanor Roosevelt, it is 
clear that the theater representative will be a large determining factor in the* 
choice of the "best network drama, 4 * etc For lhar juror, the Fund might have 
‘uamed any of a score of friemK and close associates of-Sherwood, outstanding 
persons of unquestioned devotion to the same ideals. The Fund chose theater 
producer Kerin it Bloom garden. 

The career of Keriuit RloomganUm—the only representative of the theater 
among the SUerw.ood award jurors—has been prominently linked with organiza¬ 
tions listed as subversive. His activities along these lines were not confined to 
the years when Russia was mir enforced ally in World War II. but spread 
through years when the cold-war issues were dearly and sharply defined. 

He was a sponsor of the Freedom from Fear Committee He served as 
director and treasurer of-the Progressive Citizens of Amenta. He was affiliated 
with the Inde/xmdent Citizens Committee of the Arts. Sciences and Professions, 

- which was repudiated in 104(1 by its chairman, Harold L lekes. because of its 
,Communist character, and which Louis Budenz hi 104& declared had been cre¬ 
ated in,his office at the Daily Worker Continuing his activity in the National 
Council of the Arts, Sciences and Professions-—he bad been a nominee for office 
in its theater division—B1 on ingarden was a sponsor of t lie/‘Scientific and CnI- . 
tural Conference for World Peace" held at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel in New* 
York City in March 11)40 . 

ff he was unaware of the character of these associations up to then, in these- 
Inter days of awakening he has vouchsafed no. public*sign of withdrawal or 
disavowal. And while ufP lovers of the theater will recognize the significance 
of the role of the early Moscow Art Theater, few lovers of democracy sent 
greetings—not, hopes for liberation—oil the 50th anniversary of that group, 
when it was sunk under the domination of a dictating tyranny. The Daily 
Worker listed, among the senders: Kermit Bloomgardeu. 

What justification can there be for the selection of a man with such a back¬ 
ground as the sole theater man for the Sherwood award jury*/ Does the Fund 
for the Republic wish to sustain the ideals .associated with &her%vood’s name? 
Too often of late, Knud apologists have hail to plead ignorance, or explain that 
mlsjudginetits or* omissions can creep in anywhere; There are reactionaries 
ready to cry-out against alt foundations using their resources U** promote the 
humanities, to foster liberal thought, to sustain oyir freedoms.*" Those who* - 
cherish such ideals must 'prdtest when fheir supposed defenders, with whatever 
, well-meaning purpose, give ammunition to the enemies of freedom. The Fund 
for the Republic is developing- accidents into coincidence—or is it. indeed, a 
conscious line? 

AMERICAN TRADITION PROJECT 

The American Tradition project is another example of the one¬ 
sided approach of the Fund for tlie Republic. This Fund-financed 
project had as its purpose the a ward mgr of individuals who met the 
test American traditions*as defined by the officers of the Fund for the 
Republic. . *j 

This interpretation of tlie Fund did not result from an analysis by 
the Fund to determine just what the American tradition might be. 
In propagandizing tlie Ford Foundation for the additional $14 milTioir 
which it received in February UW>8, the directors of the .Fund set forth 
the necessity of research to determine just what the American legacy 
might be. Until recently it conducted no research of this legacy and 
its decision to award actions which exemplified either the legacy or the 
tradition, were made; not on the basis of impartial study but on the 
biased interpretation of the tradition by Fund’s officers. The resulant 
awards served merely tc> commend those whose actions the officers of 
the Fund approved, and to condemn those whose act ion, it disapproved. 

Will Moore Kendall analyzed the Funds American Tradition proj¬ 
ect, and his analysis of it appeared in the October 26, 1957, issue of 
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for tl.e purpose of rfowmie.itinjr the conflict which projects ot 
Fund motivated by bids has caused; 

Is tlie "American Tradition" *' Vj” of * »m ”10 tlie Liberals* sue 

of contemporary American Liberali. serious scholarly works anil in 

levy busy-busy these days liisistn't. 1 ' ^ jnst |lKlt that the ••principles'* 

tlieir mass proiHlganda—that .our • ) s f \i-tlmr Selilesinger, .Ir., and 

of our forebears coincided iirin.il.len * >P»o 

that, in eonseduenee. aiijom »Im Jo *•*’ miless some other people 

facto a had. not to say^'.V;* til," anA 1 . >?f-trutlahoiit our traditional 
tfot busy-busy exposing tin L. 1 m « ‘ t uallv boon lived, and not merely ns it 

way of life—our way <>f. ,f , f ! „ J,,(/intellectuals—:and about the ideas most 

K,,IUg . 

'-nr..'■&££.'« 

ti«n i« ti'uhhshed b> the . nu u<. j seems, lias been sponsoring 

guess—the /’ami for th<- Hrp*bl* • Jh «3i<t h . (sk( . ( , , w -„ r ite about ; 

' a letter-writing contest, in t ‘ v( , lv aw are. in which there was an 

any incident, of which tliej ini,?*''Vmerican traditions of Vaw and justice' 
every-day working application • tin - ... . l(< ()f u , tt ei>” that came in the' 

nnd decency for ail men. And 01 edification and mine—a' 

- Protect is making available in its pamphlet ^ J 1 . shl(;l! . XV e are assured,, 

“sampling” runt a “selection. intii'l >'•' *> j letters'!. They den . 

■ orn "l^r^\vn^-n i s.K 11. to the kind of behavior o^r fradii ion ■ 

S5*-.^ ^ *•"*- - n<i,e d, “ 

“t radii ions” they point up: pinrid i Legislature against certain 

John Orr cast the one negative vote in t lie * iK^VJ^enie Court ruling on d©-’ 
statutes on leu In tod to avoid wm\i lian j tUe bl<H .^ politically, 

segregation. Though he knew citizens fare] . 

he also made a HlieecU in \\huh he > .ud V oters in his emi^titueno 

repugnant to our democratic principle.. i \merica great,” re-elect eti' 

"under the full force of "’CISr ^ie Founding Others gave 1 

him bv an overwhelming ma]oiit>. ,, i*.^ « s notice, is to 

us no more sacred right thap the rtg* to to; 

' iKW>re the fact that what w ns■ • Jt . 4 t dissent and be re-elected 

0 »” a ni/ Ou* t ^V"m ^onmTnni-T]n * 0 ?.^ 

the grounds that e.uh f them I 1 found no evidence supporting ' ..s 

s»4? 

sunied < *i^nwnt^iiiHi , pnn^^ !l RUWy!;' * W^ni/wHild the rec- 

they discovered the four pa inters did 1 no O-n. uus^ o, o.nmu.“ „ t him 

t ffsav r rs 

cswr= f *• ssa- 

' sa&raa ^ 
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-4 lie is the proper ami Mtflrcient antagonist to ei'ror and has nothing: to fenv from 
tin* I’unMct nnlens liy human imt*rp«>Mfti<»n disarmed of her natural weapons/* 
What human interposition*' The jprojwt ihnr* not say. ‘The loyalty-security 
program and the (Vmgres^mnnl inquirers nhout Communist penetration of gov¬ 
ernment and schools. 1 * Hut. as we traditionally say in Oklahoma, it seems to* 
he tliuijkitnirit mightyJoiiri. r i 

'/ * FELLOWSHIP AND GRANT4X-AID 

7 Three-Year Report published by the Fund of the Republic^ 
in May PJafT, reflects that the Fund had expended $204,o4f> oh a 
fellowship and grant-in-aid program* That the Fund has denied 
the committee access to its records, we are nimble to state how mahv 
additional thousands have heen expended by the Fund for tliejte- 
puhlic in its program to date. Tlie report identified the riS'^fents 
of Fund grants and, briefly catalogs tlie area of study. G 

This report excludes “fellowships and grants-in-aid" relating to 
religious or racial matters. Most other studies relate in some way to 
•the inteiest of the (Community Party and its members. This interest 
: was tied up ,in either investigations, of loynlty-securfty programs, 

" loyitltv oaths or legislative investigations of communism. 

J The committee staff has been unable to locate a single study which 
lias produced an objective discussion of tlie problems involved in 
the field of- study. A study of many of the recipients of fellow¬ 
ships and gnuits-in-iiid demonstrate them to possess a prejudice 
m relationship to their area of inquiry. The recipients of the grants, 
in many instances, had been publicly proclaiming their prejudice 
over a great many years. It is evident that tlie Fund for tlie Re¬ 
public knew of the existence of this prejudice and utilized it by 
making grants to those possessing a prejudice. 

This program lias been acknowledged by the Fund for the Repub¬ 
lic as the program of the Officers of tlie Fmid. In the Three-Year Re¬ 
port, dim Fuml acknowledged that this program was established "iiV 
September l!fi»4. The purpose of tlie program as set forth in the 
Three-Year Report was to permit the officers of the Fund, to: 

Find and assist people of mature judgment who are doing, —^ 
or who are qualified toTlo, constructive work in area of the 
Fund s interest. 

Flic board of directors of the Fluid, by this quoted language placed 
into the bands of f und President Hutchins and the officers under his 
control, the responsibility of determining three things: 

(1) To determine what subject; was in the interest of tlie Fund: 
(2) determine the judgment of the recipient, and (d), to determine 
if the recipient's work was constructive. 

A consultant appointed by the Fund was - Prof. Robert 
F. Cushman, of Cornell, who has passed on all fellowship applica¬ 
tions. The Fund in its report tells us nothing of Professor Cush¬ 
man s background that would establish his qualifications for tlie posi¬ 
tion he was given. liy the same token, the Fund conceals Cushman 
bias, winch bias he ha^bcen expressing over a great mauv years. The 
\ un< * funed to disclose that tlie job winch the Fund commissioned 
( us!iman to perform was similar to jobs which he had been commis¬ 
sioned to perform by the Rockefeller Foundation. Cushmans bias 
was dealt with m the report and hearings of Special Committee To 
Investigate lax-exempt Foundations and Comparable Institutions 
dated RKi4, ami the committee .staff dries not-intend to duplicate the 
bindings of that committee. We have found, in addition, that Cush¬ 
man, m January 1048, was referring to congressional findings of ( T om- 
imuust espionage activities as the“i>rg\ of unrestrained witcTdumtimP' 
Uitli the.disclosures of the Canadian Commission, of Soviet espio¬ 
nage activities against the Canadian Government, and the connecting 
links to activities against the American Government before liinn 
< ushman stated that the loyalty programs were for no other purpose 


W e hu\e managed to instill into the mind of,every man or 
woman who holds a Government job, or who wants to hold a 
Government joli, that he had better read the right books, 
newspapers and magazines, says the right things, and, con¬ 
sidering all the risks,- had better not join any organization 
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or society at all, since Communist might: also join it, and 
then lie would become a, fellow traveler and be damned 
forever. ^ \ - 

We are in the process of building up the impression that, 
we wish to staff the United States Government with people 
who, in self-protection, will follow two simple rules: (1) 
Think only approved and orthodox thoughts; and (2) in 
case of doubt, don’t think at : alh 


/ 


With Rockefeller Foundation money, Cushman had prepared many, 
biased works, by researchers and authors whose bias'was known prior 
to his,hiring of them under the Rockefeller grant. One of hisRocke- 
feller grant studies was conducted jinder Cushman's direction, by 
Eleanor Bonteeom ,Joseph Volpe, Jr., the Fund s security consultant, 
during the presidency of? Clifford F* Case, prepared ,in January 1054, , 
'a memorandum containing certaim recommendations about Fund 
projects in the loyalty-security field. Ilis memorandum dealt .with 
the studies under the Rockefeller grant and referred specifically to* 5 
the end product of Eleanor Bontecou. Wrote Volpe: 

^ „,The Bontecou book is perhaps the most comprehensive and 
x' detailed, effort,of all ‘ the-material that has come out of the, 
project? 'Unfortunately, it is heavily flavored with, the 
author's own point ofview and this detracts from its value 
as aii objective source for public evaluation and criticism. * 

' , In spite of this' finding by; former security consultant,'Volpe, Cush¬ 
man. and the officers of the Fund,for the Republic made two grants' 
to Eleanor Bontecou. These 'are described in tlie Three* Year Report 
as being made to: (1) Permit her to finish a book for general sale’ 
entitled “The Price They Pay", dealing with the loyalty-security 
program, and (21 assist in the preparation of a book.on the opinion 
of Judge Henry Edgerton. ~ , V ‘ 

Not only was Professor Cushman a consultant, he was also the re¬ 
cipient of a grant from the Fund of some $20,000: * This money was 
appropriated to Professor'Cushman by the Fund for the Republic to , 
enable him to finish two books. One—'“Civil Liberties in the United 
States" was purchased by the Fund for distribution to press, lawyers, 
.civic leaders. Freedom Agenda, and political science teachers. Need¬ 
less to say ^ this book was an expansion of Cushman’s opposition to 
loyalty-securify programs, legislative investigating committees, and 
other programs primarily installed as a check of Communist subver¬ 
sion. In his hook, ' Cushman continues his deceit fid' campaign : of 
falsely misrepresenting the activities of instrumentalities exposing 
communism—such' as the Committee on'Un-American. Activities^- 
.and impugning the^ntegritv and, honesty of the elected membership- 
of this committee without fact to.support Ids insinuations. 

A typical misrepresentation. 'Cushman writes as factual: , n 


The files assembled by legislative investigating committee* are official Govern¬ 
ment records. They are the property of the Government to he used in the offi¬ 
cial work of tiie committee or other agencies of the Government.* These files 
contain information about, thousands of individuals, some of it reliable, some of 
it admittedly unsifted and therefore unreliable, The House'Committee on Vn- 
American Activities^from time to time allow access to its files, or'release in¬ 
formation from its files, to persons not connected with the Government; some of 
these persons were private or commercial Communist hunters, -newspapermen, or 
>radio broadcasters. Such bootlegging of the contents of official; confidential doc- 
““uhients inflicts a serious iniustice upon those whose names are thus improperly 
Veleased^o outsiders. In the light of‘this evidence of committee irresponsibility 
one can understand the adamant opposition of the President, the Attorney Gen¬ 
eral. and Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, to demands that FIU records he turned over <to 
congressional committees 

About the only claim of Cushman’s quoted ill the above paragraph 
that is factual is that the files assembled bylegislative* investigating 
committees are officiaLGovernment records. He is mistaken both as 
to whaFthe files actuallycontain and the use which is made of them. 
The files are the files of the Housje of Representatives and are made 
available tt> Executive agencies of the Government to assist the execu¬ 
tive department'in conducting loyujty-seeurity programs. TheV-can- 
not- be reviewed by the' Executive as a matter of right. The, files to 
which Cushman referred are not confidential files hut are records 
which result from the indexing of public printed sources. Any citi¬ 
zen of the United States could go into a large public library, such as 
the New York City Library and obtain the"information which is in 
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the H l es ‘>f 0>e eonnmttee nndVliidi is made available to executive 
agencies of the Govmmient or to Members of Congress. 

Contrary to Mr, Cushman's claim, these files are'not made available 
to pei-sons not connected with the Government except as thev irriMit 
be released to such perrons by individual Members of Congress,' rather 

• , 1Jn r^. 1,,erieai1 Activities. As a matter of fact, 

nearly a 1 of the individiial directors of the Fund’s Communist history 
project have obtained these records through Members of Congress. 
As a matter of fact, several of these directorsjmve become particu- 
larlv incensed over the refusal of the committee to make the- files 
available to them directly. One even went so far as to censor the 
chairman of the committee for his refusal, to make records available 
on the claim that lie had written to the chairman, not as the chairman 
ot the committee hut as an individual Member of Congress and he 
therefore expected the documents which he requested'. 

filo fi ° ,nm / t r e 0 j‘ T 1 T, .'- 1 An,e, ' ioun Activties maintains confidential 
hies, the contents of which are released to no source outside of the 
committee. Only one time was there exception to this and this excep¬ 
tion was made to Prof. Robert K Carr, whom Professor Cushman had 
commissioned under a Rocekfeller Foundation gran* to write a book 
on the activities of this committee. This permission was given to 
i lotesaor Carr after he lmd convinced the committee.of his ohfectivity 
t he hook by I rofessor Carr so perverted the facts which lmd hew, 
ftnen to lmn that the committee has not granted the authorityTo any 
men vicinal since that time. „ “ J 

‘°t es f 1 or <*laim which involves the opposition of 

the I resident, the Attorney General and Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, to the 
demands that, the FBI records he turned over to the congressional 
committees, is tar removed from fact. The individuals cited know 
t l/fil 0,1 T ’’-American Activities maintains confiden- 

t,4i eS 81 ] t lle .-' !’ :n ’ e never interposed objections to turning over 
H51 ’.'eeords tor the reasons claimed by Professor Cushman. The 
committee does not seek IfBl records except for one instance in 1948 
wheni evidence contained in tlie committe’s file was in conflict with the’ 
assertions of the Administration as to the content of executive files 

whv itr le C01 1 11 '” ittee cloes seek FBT records, and the reason 
- . e * u ould he reluctant to surrender such records to a cmn- 

mttee, jt they were requested, revolves solely round the identity of 
mtormants 1 he committee which is dedicated to strengthening 
United States security, is not interested in tearing it down hr learning 
the identity of FBI informants, whether criminal or subversive 
Moral integrity anil intellectual honesty are reserved bv Cushman 
for himself and those individuals who support, the conspiratorial 
activities of Communists as an inalienable right guaranteed by the 
Constitution. In impugning the motivations of legislative committees 
investigating communism, or the peoples chosen representatives, who 
head up these committees, Cushman offers opinion devoid of fact 
Congressional investigations intended to determine the nature of 
the Communist conspiracy and the extent to which it has infiltrated 
American society is characterized by Professor Cushman as punitive 
exposure of subversives The men who headed these committees are 
described, in Ins hook, Civil Liberties in the United States, financed 
and distributed by the Fund for the Republic, as men whose political 

disloyaT ** * ,V enh,ulce<l b >' the of persons-exposed as 

l,,,ilds ™ 1 im unsupported theory that, political'ambition 
the sole reason tor the investigations bv the Congress. Cush¬ 
ion*. chil iriT^. t : on ^ less 'P n! 'l investigations as the most politi¬ 
cally piohtable acti vity in which a Congressman can engage. To em¬ 
phasize tins point, but completely overlooking the rules of the House 
chiims P rhM e /n at,VeS w,tl, , , *"P ec * to committee assignments, Cushman 
ers nf S.pVr 1,1 «int 185 of 221 Republican Mem- 

bws of the House applied for membership on the House Committee on 

fs eGd'enf 7” Act,v,t, ! 8 ' 1 . The propaganda nature of Cushman’s book 
is evident to anyone taking the tune to analyze it in light of the 

i7(7Lllnf e f° f actlv Jf les engaged in by congressional committees. It 
is evident from reading the book and considering the ideological back- 
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President .Hutchins, that both the 


grant of tax-exempt 


v c 91 

* ground of 1 _ 

money to Professor Cushman and fbe distribution of the end product, 
‘which was his hook,"qualify him, as infilling ^Hutchins’ criteria; 
namely, of having mature judgment on tlie subject, performing'con¬ 
structive work and determining that his propaganda was in the Fund’s 
interest. . “ 


/ a The fellowship grant aid program, of the Fund for the Republic 
has,,acknowledged in its Three-Year Report, two fellowships which re- 
Sultedjin books, one by Edward Shi Is, The 1 Torment of Secrecy, and 
Mortift Grodzins’ The Loyal and- the Disloyal. The fellowship t!> 
Mortin prodzins is established by. the Fund as being for the purpose 
of “a: study of the potential leadership of the extreme right and of the 
opposition to it.” Tlie fellowship to Edward Shils'was established as 
being to permit him to complete a popular, book' for general sale on 
the loyalty-security problem, with^empha^is on its. application to 
' scientists.. , v 1 1 - L - * ' % , - - 


Mortin Grodzins’ fellowship for a study of the potential leadership 
of the extreme right resulted in,his book, Tlie Loyal 1 and Disloyal. 
The research financed by the Fund was used as a buildup to part 5 
of" the book in which the author was severely critical of our loyalty 
investigations, Tlie sources of the author’s Criticism, is not tlie Fund- 
financed research, but rather is it- through the quoting by Grodzin 
of the* prejudiced views of his sources, such as falter Gellhorh, 
Robert K. Carr, Eleanor Bontecou, Marie Jahoda, Alan Barth, Hans 
Morgenthau, and Edward Sliilsr All are standard sources for the 
Fund’s attack upon-loyalty-security congressional investigations, or 
the other.programs instituted by the State and Federal Governments 
for the purpose of/ limiting tlie operations of the Communist 
conspiracy. ✓ . ' - ^ 

With the views of these sources before him, Grodzins finds that a 
frequent criticism of the loyalty-securlty^programs is that they utilize 
iundemocratic procedures for democratic goals. , Other than the pre¬ 
judiced views of his sources, he oilers no substantiation for his 
findings: 

The loyalty ^security programs produce reverse conse¬ 
quences. They weaken national loyalty,, rather than 
* strengthen; they undermine; hot. increase, competence; they 
create more traitors than tliey uncover. v 

^ Edward Shils is a professor of social science, University of Chicago^ 
He has opposed most procedures and legislation, instituted or enacted, 
for the purpose of restricting the activities of international Com¬ 
munist agents: Since its formation following the close^of World 
War II, he has acted in an editorial capacity on the staff of the Bulle¬ 
tin of Atomic Scientists; This bulletin was established by those sci¬ 
entists engaged in our A-bomb development during World War II, 
who opposed, the secrecy connected with the* atom bomb development' 
and the loyalty-security measures to which these scientific persons 
were subject. * ' 

In October 1052, Edward Shils edited the special edition of the 
Bulletin of Atomic Scientists which-was devoted to the attacking , 
of'passport and visa policies of the United States;, and provisions of 
the Internal Security Act of 1050 and the'lirimigration and National¬ 
ity Act of 1052. His opposition, together with the opposition of the 
Bulletin itself, has met the officer’s of the .Fund fhr tlie Republic’s 
standard for judgment ami competence, together with the determina¬ 
tion that with his and the Bulletin’s views involve ah area of interest 
to the Fund. The Fund’for the Republic distributed 25,000 copies 
of a special issue of the Bulletin, of-Atomic Scientists, April 1955,To 
the clergy, law, press, et cetera, selected^by the Bulletin for distribu¬ 
tion. Edward Shils was the author of an article in this special issue 
which was entitled “Security and Science -Sacrificed : to Loyalty”. In 
thisartide, Shils^acknowledges the discontent of certain, atomic sci¬ 
entists and their refusal -to cooperate with the Federal Government s 
in its security program: , ‘ ' 


During the* war, scientists chafed at the restraints, com¬ 
plained to one another, and accumulated much distress about 
the restrictions imposed by the, security system. 



Typical of Fund for the Republic officers, or recipients of ^TTftP 
grants, the same rules which apply to them, are not accorded by them 
to others. Edward Shils is no exception to this theory. Medford 
Evans is the author of the Secret War for the A-Bomb* 

Edward A. Shils reviewed this book for the February 1954 issue 
of the Bulletin for the Atomic Scientists. Titling his review: “Con-’ 
spiratorial Hallucinations 1 ' he, without*proof, questions Evans’ logic, 
integrity and even his sanity. Shils’ unwillingness to accord to Evans 
the freedom of opinion which he demands for himself is demonstrated 
by his condemnation of the publisher of Evans’ book. Wrote Shils: 

What is appalling about this work is not just the fact that 
such an aphantasy has arisen iiv the mind of one man. It is 
rather the fact that a publishing house which.seeks to become 
the rallying point of a responsible and intelligent conserv¬ 
atism, which this country needs, should publish such a 
frivolous work. 

Shils vehemently condemns any reference to Harold C. Urey’s affiluu 
tion with Communist-front, organizations, or his support of known 
Communist causes. Urey was vice chairman of the board of sponsors 
of tire Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists for the special issue published, 
and circulated by the Fund for the Republic. J. Robert Qppenheimer . 
was chairman at this time. Shils, with the same vehemence, condemns 
the. Gray Commission's finding with respect to his loyalty. How¬ 
ever, in his review of Evans^he accords to James Burnham, the author 
6f the introduction to Evans* book, the same epitaph treatment;with¬ 
out apparent shame or remorse. Of James Burnham, Sliils wrote; 

A v ' 

After his flirtations with totalitarianism and with large- . 
scale political prophecy * * ? in sponsoring this <book, he _ 
makes himself the sponsor of an intellectually and amorally 
irresponsible fantasy, which stands firmly in a 150 year old' 
tradition of political paranoia and disruption, 

Edward Shils’ The TormenLof Secrecy, the research of which was' 
financed by the Fund for tfie Republic, is a standard Shils’ product. 
However, as is the case with a propagandist, each advancement must 
include new gains if the following is to be appeased. He makes state¬ 
ments of fact and findings on subjects which neither he nor tlie Fund 
for the Republic has conducted research. 

The New Leader, January 9, 1956, published an article by Edward 
Shils, the Poisoning of Political Discourse. The New Leader in 
acknowledging the controversial nature of the article identified it, as 
being one of the angrier sections of Shils’ The Torment of Secrecy. 

The Poisoning of Political Discourse is the perpetuation of another 
Fund-financed propaganda piece, The Kept Witnesses. Like the 
latter article by Richard Revere, it charges'that the former members 
of the Communist Party who have testified in Federal courts or before 
congressional committees, are willing, to continue their career of 
personal rancor and hatred, as long as the Department of Justice pays. 
FBI undercover agents, most of whom had no interest in communism, 
but joined the party solely at the request of the FBI,' are described 
by Shils as individuals who give the appearance of broken careers, 

' embitternient, shady existence and moral instability. 

We have earlier in this report discussed the Fund for the Republic 
project, involving the analysis of the testimony of Government wit¬ 
nesses by Stan fore] University School of Law. ‘ We have shown from 
-their documentation that the results of their analysis of the testimony 
of Government witnesses had not been made public by January 1948. 
We have shown further that Stanford University School of Law 
analysis was limited to only the testimony of four witnesses. There¬ 
fore, Edward A. Shils' blanket condemnation cannot, be based on* any 
study which he has made of the record. ' \ 

Eugene Lyons, roving editor of the Reader's J)igest and author of 
Assignment in Utopia, The Red Decade, Our Unknown Ex-President, 
and Our Secret Allies: The Peoples of Russia, replied to the Edward 
Shils article in the New Leader of January 30,1956. Wrote Mr. Lyons 
of Edward Shils’ condemnation of those who had testified against the 
’Gommunist^conspiracy: 

His readiness to denounce all those who in the past 10 years 
have given personal testimony about an incomparably greater , 
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crime—the Kremlin-directed conspiracy* "to destroy:, his 
cWntry by infiltrating its government and subverting its 
' a institutions—indicates that he' would withhold valuable' in- - 
formation reflecting on Soviet spies, if he had it., - , v * /' ;• 

The chairman of the Committee oiv Un-American -Activities has 
. questioned whether or not the Fund'for the Republic and its opera- 
' tions was a friend br foe of the international Communist conspiracy. 
That is was a friend of communism in this endeavor-by-'Shits cannot 
be doubted. No wonder Eugene Lyons; in Jps .reply, to Edward Shills, 
was constrained write: : . . r. ' ; - v 

xQan anything; be more mean, spirited than his (Shils) 

. blanket condemnation and reckless sneer of all former Com- 
) ^ munists who chose to make their special knowledge of", - 

Communist persons and their techniques available to tliex, 
Government?* Can anything be more ungenerous in his fail 
ftl ure to make a single exception in his imputation of vicious 

and sick motivations to, all who have given/witness against* ' 
x* Kremlin agents before legislative committees, in-courtrooms, - 
or in the Department of Justice inquiries.?' O "" 

Another benefactor of the Fund for the Republic's fellowship grant-, 
111 -aid program is ProfessorWalter Gellhorn. Gellhorn supposedly, - 
.."meets the test for integrity, constructive work, and engaging in activi 7 4 
ti&s which are of interest to the Fund for the Republic., He lias 
associated in the past; >vith-Professor Ciishman,. consultant on this 
program iii prejudiced attacks on legislative committees investigating 
, communism. The Cornell series involving the^Committee bn . 
American Activities, the Tenney Committee^of^California, Washing- 
ton State Committee, to name oiily a few, also resulted in books which - 
the Fund .for the .-Republic purchased and disseminated. He is the 
author of an article entitled /‘Report on a Report of the House Com- ” 
mittee of Jih-AnieiucanxVctivities^'which apeared in the HaiwardXaw > 
/ Kbvieiy of October 1947. Thisurticle built around the. defense of the L 
Southern.Conference for Human Welfare condemned the Committee 
' on Un r American Activities foi: exposing ks Qommunist control.^.Inch* 
Mentally, it is this same Southern Conference for Human Welfare, 
which is to be" the subject of discussion in the Fund’s History of the 
Communist, Party project, of which /Gellhorn has been in somecon- 
" iSiiltatioiw Gellhorn has a consistent record of opposing the Federal 
. ’ Government's loyalty-security programs, dated as far. back as 1949. 

; Marie Jahoda, New York University, is a regular member of the 
Fund for the Republic team. She lias* been used to “further th^ 
interest of the^ Fund 5 ' on some of the Fund for the Republic most; * 
.deceitful projects. Marie Jahoda was born in Vienna, Austria.» An. 
Austrian Socialist, she fled the rise of Hitlerism by moving to Lolmom, 
f rdm whence she immigrated tolhe United States. ) Jn the early 1930*s, H 
^fshe was an assistant to Dr. Paul F. LazeVfeld, whom she has assisted 
. in his Fund-for the-Republic project Fear in Education. • ^ 7 

Marie Jahoda has been rigging questionnaires, Jhe answer of which 
were preconceived for many years. - , ' « ,*" ,'<***'- 

In cooperation with Stewart W. Cook,/she submitted an .article 
< for the Yale Law Journal entitled “Securitypleasures and Freedonu 
- * of Thought: an Exploratory Study, of the Impact of the Loyalty and 
Security "Programs.” The article results from a* survey of security, 
measures as they-apply to; the “college faculties and the Federal 
employees.” The objectivity of this study is immediately apparent 
when we realize that the condemnation of the security measures dealt 
with ill the article is based op interviews which wefe/conclucted with 
“15 faculty members from different universities and with 70 Federal , 
employees of- professional rank in Washington, D:, CA Even the 
"classification'.of Federal employees .interviewed as being of profes-* 
sional rank is disputed,An light of the 'fact that some of the Federal,, 
employees were classified as GS-5. ^ t . 

The technique of the authors in conducting the interview is evident* 
by the'hypothetical situations which were created in Ahe interview 
and the use which the authors used of response^ to these hypothetical 
situations, for their condemnation of security measures. An example . 
of this v is set forth in the article.:' i A ' A ' 
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Think of one of your colleagues at work, whom you know; 
w j ell enough to be convinced of his loyalty. I want to ask 
you a number of questions with regard to this colleague. 
Don’t answer in general terms, but; take a special situation 
and characteristics into account. Suppose that this person 
comes to you, obviously worried, to ask for your advice. 

He thinks that his loyalty is suspected. He has just, dis¬ 
covered that his neighbor with whom he is on friendly 
visiting terms has been accused of being a Communist. Your 
colleague wonders what to do. The situation is compli¬ 
cated by the fact that he has just been offered a job outside 
the Government which is reasonably attractive, although he 
wouldn’t, ordinarily accept it. He is pondering the fol¬ 
lowing alternatives: (1) Take the outside job. (2) Talk im¬ 
mediately to loyalty board or security officers about, the 
situation. (3) Stay and wait without doing anything about 

With the vast knowledge that, the committee staff possess of the Fed¬ 
eral loyalty-security program, i( can be clearly stated that there are no 
provisions of the loyalty-security program which would justify the 
hypothetical situation presented bv the authors. The' Government 
employee would certainly not be the subject of any loyalty-securitv 
charges on the meager information contained in the hypothetical pres¬ 
entation, Therefore, in choosing this hypothetical situation, the au¬ 
thors were looking forward only to the use they could make of merely 
every answer as a criticism of the program as a whole. 

The authors used their anoymous respondents to infer that Federal 
employees, holding high positions in Government, were becoming 
involved in investigations because of contributions of $1 to an 
organization which turned out to be Communist. The authors also 
used their anonymous respondents to make charges that it was not 
the official loyalty program but the impact of congressional interfer¬ 
ence which prevents* nonconservative people from getting jobs. Us¬ 
ing the same anonymous, respondents, the authors paint the loyalty- 
security program as being one which is suspicious of people with foi> 
eign-sounding names; haying been in college during the depression; 
not members of an organized church; those who actively work in an 
election campaign; and union members because they are m the minor¬ 
ity in Government. 

An advocate of religion is not a free thinker, according to the au¬ 
thors, and the 20th century Christian ceases to believe in miracles. 

This theory was used by the authors to explain how prior to World 
War IT, when an applicant was not hired for Government service, it 
was assumed that he was not good enough for a position,'while today 
it is assumed that he is a Communist, As set forth in the article, the 
comparison is treated as follows: 

A Christian in the fourth century, when confronted with evidence that a 
dead person had stood up in his deathbed and lived, would probably have thought 
immediately of miracles and Divine interference. A 20th century* Christian or a 
free thinker [atheist] confronted with the same fact would probably have his 
thoughts turn to the development of surgical skill in heart operations. 

, A Federal employee right before the last war, when confronted in a conversa¬ 
tion with his superior’s hesitation in accepting a possible candidate in his de¬ 
partment, might have concluded that the candidate was not good enough for 
the job, or had an unpleasant personality. In lSXil, as recorded above, the ques¬ 
tion is asked, Is he a Communist? ^ 

With .15 anonymous faculty members and 70 anonymous Federal 
employees to act as patsies, the authors covered the entire field. How 
this limited group could possess such wide knowledge, the authors did 
not bother to explain. They merely write: 

Tiie Hatch, McCarran. Smith Acts were bnnurht into the field of disyussion. 
Siieeches in Congress, the role and functions of the FBI, departmental routine 
checks, and special investigations: security procedures, and loyalty procedures: 
State, municipal investigative programs; the Un-American Activities Commit¬ 
tee; the procedures of broadcasting companies and of private industry ' the activ¬ 
ities of various private organizations self-appointed to improve the Attorney 
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General's list of suspect organizations—they are all mentioned as an mt^ral 
pgrt of tlie security measures to which the respondents addressed their comments/ 

/ The authors also fail to explain the context in which there was 
discussed “the procedures of broadcasting-companies and of private 
industries.” Whatever the context, it was n‘ subject of ignorance to 
Marie Jahoda, who in January 1955, wrote John Copley, in connection 
with his request of her to "study the psychology of blacklisting/” 
She wrote Cogley. “We-are not familiar with the intricate structure 
of*the entertainment industry.” In accepting the offer of John Cog- 
ley to contribute to the Fund’s propaganda study of blacklisting— 
movie, radio, television—Marie Jahoda acknowledged That Edward 
R. Mutrow, whom we have previously discussed, was playing a role 
of directing the blacklisting project. In addition she submitted to 
Oogley a list of psychologists to participate iii a conference for the 
purpose of establishing a strategy to be followed. Among those 
invited were Hr. Viola Bernard! T)r. Edward Boring, Dr. Stuart. 
Cook, Dr. Nevitt Sanford, Dr, M. Brewster Smith, and Dr. Goodwin 

Watson. / * t / _ 

An examination of the background of the above individuals rec- 
. ommended by T)r. Jalioda -recalls the adage, “Birds of a feather 
flock together. 



Activities and had publicly called* for its abolishment, 

^ 1 T' j ’ .l T. '_^ ’_ 



days when'it was a special committee aincler the chairmanship of 
Mfvrtin Dies, of Texas. , He has alsol publicly opposed legislation 
intended to .restrict the activities of the Communist Party-of the 
United States, its members, aiid its front,organizations. - # r 

Stewart Cook, as reported above, .collaborated previously with Dr. 
Jahoda, indue!ing the study oPsecurity'measures, the finding of which 
werehasecfon alleged interviews with 15 college faculty members and 
70 government employees. * ' » . . . . ‘ 

Dr. Sanford, as reported by Dr. Jahoda lias published tr study of . 
the California University loyalty oath situation, and his lack of 
objectivity can be easily* determined by a review of his published 

study. /' „ * ,* J , ." 1 A 

;T)i\ M. Brewster Smith, in addition to opposing congressional in¬ 
vestigations, opposes investigations of foundations. Rather than this (* 
bias disqualifying her or the other members of the panel discussion, 
it appears that her position on foundations was the factor which 
dictated her .selection. , 1 .... , _ ' 

If, there was needed.further proof of the lack of objectivity of Dr. 
Jahoda, hei recommendation of Dr. Goodwin Watson would in itself 
he sufficient. Dr. Watfcoifs association and public activities, which 
have from time to,time supported causes of international communisnp 
have been the Subject of public discussion over many years. To re- 
/ move him from the Federal payroll, the Congress of the TUnited States , 
i enacted legislation withholding funds for the position.which lie held. A 
He has been a witness before the Committee on Un-*.American Activi¬ 
ties and has consistently.and publicly called for its abolishment. While 
they knocked down the legislation denying funds to pay for, Dr. Wat¬ 
son's employment, as a bill of attainder, he continued to support causes, 
including the Communist-directed riots which revolved around Paul • 
Robeson’s appearance!n Peekski 11, N. Y. / . 

Not onlv whs Dr Watson suggested as participant m this confer¬ 
ence, but the^officers of the Fund for the Republic approved an award* 
in his behalf similar to the Mary -Knowles type aw.ard. Dike the 
, Mary Knowles award the officers'of the Fund for the Republic^ ap¬ 
proved the award, decided on the amount, rec<>mnicnded it to the. Fund 
board of directors and then dispatched Maureen Biask Ogden to make 
the investigation. * By the time the Fund for the Republic got around 
to even considering the award to a medical center and 1 to Community 
Chest groups, in up-State New York, there was not even a controversy 
remaining. Dr. Watson had been retained by the mpdical center in 
a consultant capacity. Maureen Black Ogden, the Mary Knowles 
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surrounding Dr..Goodwin Watson. " She interviewed only those indU" 
vi duals wlyo’supported the action of retaining Dr. Watson. 1 ; • ’ 

While three Community .Chest* groups were'originallV in this dis¬ 
cussion revolving around Dr! Wa ( tsdn ? Maureen Black Ogden recom¬ 
mended against an award to one, because she did not believe that the. 
discontinuance’ of financial,cooperation, between the medical center 
"and the Community Chest were as represented bv even the proponents. ' 
She did not believe that the discontimianceTesulted from the policy " 
that recipients of Community Chest funds could not participate y in 
other fund-raising activities. But. as we 1 have ^st a ted there was no 
controversy at the time the Fund considered the award, and the only 
purpose-which could be served by tjie Fund for the- Republic were 
reasons similar to the Fund’s reasons for making the Mary Knowles - 
award; namely, the encouragement of oiganizationsfo hire individuals 
who have long records of support of Communist causes./inclndhigone- 
time Communist Party membership, as in the ease/of MjuV Knowles; 

Without discussion/the, directors, of the Fund for the "Republic on ’ 
November IT, 1955. reconsidered their action and suspendedf he awards 
which it had previously voted.; In suspending the award the Fund 
withheld its action from the press as contrasted to a nationwide press 
release at thedime the awiary! was made/ Not, untilthe f 9th of Decamp 
her, did, the Daily Times of Mamaroneck, N. Y.. learn of the suspem y 
sion of the awarcLby making dtt*ect inquiry of 7 the Fund itself. ^Fund 
• propagandist," Joe Lyford,, is nnoted' in the DecenibeipiO of the 
Daily Times as refusing*to give.,a reason foij the suspension “saying 
only that it Hadbeen discussed by the"Fund's board of directors at a. 
meeting on November 17.”/'Lyforct, according to the T press, stated' 
that while the awards \\iu) been 'suspended, the* offer could bereexam-, 
Sued at ;any future board meeting.. The committee,' in June 1957,' 
"as^ed the “Fund for the Republic for thej’easonsr behind theFund’s 
suspension of tlie awards. Verbally Fund counselyadvised that the 
awarcts were m fact!, canceled. . By letter dated July 2, 195*7, to Chair- 
mam Walter, he responded,' 1 

I am informedVhatdhe files do not reflect any reasons for 
the suspension.' It was initiated by the members of tlie board 
, ,of directors at a meeting. r . . ‘ ! 

The lack of objectivity on the part, of the Fund for the Republic 
and its consultant. Professor Cushman: is reflected in it's fellowship 
gr grant-inriiid to John W. Ca ugh ley, University of California at Los., 
Angeles. \ The; Fund for the Republic, publiqly designates the pur- h 
pose of the grant to Canghfey as being “to complete a study of 1 inteT- 
lectual freedom in American colleges and universities since the close 
~of World War IT.” \ ^ \ 1 7 ' ‘ : s 

- Caughlev wasH'of 23 faculty members 1 of the University of Cali-, 
fornia who* refused* in 1949 to execute the university loyalty, oath, * 
Irrespective of The fact that the California courts declared the ( oath 
„unconstitutional andCaughley was reinstated -to his. position. Iris, ob¬ 
jectivity in/ such a study is co m ]) let el y/de strove d. His involvement 
in. the’ University of California loyalty bath*controversy was a matter j 
of national knowledge and w$s certainly kno.wn by the Fund Tor the t 
Republic when it granted the order. , > f : / ‘ ; - ,J 

' i Another grant of the Fund for the/Republic was made tb jiaurbut f 
Brown:-Frantz 1 for the purpose, of‘analyzing tlie-test,iinony of FBI 
Director J. Edgar Hoover before! congressional committees. The - 
Fund for^ the Republic in listing its recipients of fellowships and T 
,grants-in-aid for "spine reason fidlsTo list the grant to Laurent Frantz. 

' It cbulcUwell be that the‘Fund for’the Republic desired to withhold 
this information for the reason of tlie fact tluit,Laurent Frantz ‘has, 

I been publicly identified as a member of the/ Communist Party? By 
his own testimony before this,committee it is Evident that he was ^ 
highly trusted by the Communist Party. v In this testimony, while 
he denied a. formal card-carrying'connection with the Communist 
Party, Laurent Frantz testifi'eci that he had a kev to the Communist 
Party headquarters and had access to it at any time he.desired, such ^ 
access including the Communist PaHy'records. The committee staff, 
interested/in hb,w~a (Communist would analyze the testimony of FBI 
Director Hoover, has requested a copy of Frantz/ ana lysis" on several 
occasions from the Fund for the Republic. - On one occasion, we were 
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advised that the anal ysis'was not, available, and in a .Time l'ffiT con¬ 
ference a staff member of the committee was advised by Fund counsel 
that the Frantz analysis was in possession of Professor, Ros,siter, the 
director of the Communist history project. Counsel promised,to ob- 
, ln analysis from Professor Rossi ter and submit it to the com- 
nnttee tor examination; however, afra in tlie Fund failed to comply 
with the committee request. 

The committee staff does not possess sufficient staff to-conduct a com¬ 
plete analysis or intest Ration of all recipients of Fund fellowships 
and grants-in-aid. It feels that the sampling which we have com¬ 
mented upon above, justifies'a finding on the part of the committee 
that the program was designed for the purpose of propagandizing a 
way of life acceptable to the Fund for the Republic officers and Fund 
consultant, Robert Cushman. 

It. is evident from the nature of the grants' that the objective pres¬ 
entation of facts which the Congress intended of all educational 
organizations qualified as tax exempt, is cTearl'y not" met in this pro¬ 
gram of the huiid for the Republic, nor in many of its other pro- 
gturns. There is no doubt that of the total 'expenditures of this 
program that a substantial financial contribution was made b'v the 
bund for the Republic for the purpose of ■permitting the officers of 
the b mid, the b mid consultant, and tlie recipients of grants to propa¬ 
gandize the American people. - 1 


DISTRIBUTION OF MATERIALS 

The committee staff has previously stated, and it mm- vishe« to re¬ 
peat tor emphasis, that we do not question the right of an'individual to 
advocate whatever he desires to advocate, short of the advocacy of the 
overthrow of tlm United States by force and violence or other advo¬ 
cacies outlawed by our,’criminal statutes. We make a bin distinction 
between an .individual's advocacy of a cause of action and 
the adoption and perpetuation of the advocacy bv a tax-exempt 
foundation. Ail individual,'under tlie, law! is not the recipient of 
tax-exempt privileges from the United States. The individual does 
not apply for tax-exempt privileges and. at the same time, agree to 
abide by the law and regulations adopted to support and strengthen 
the Ian, as a condition of fax exempt ion. It 's the coinn iitt" A sta ff's con¬ 
sidered opinion.that the Fund for,the Republic has attempted, bv 
|traud, and misinterpretation of Treasury regulations, to*ciuTv out 
propaganda in violation of lav and regulations. In callin'* attention 
to the findings relative to publications which the Fund for the Republic 
has purchased and distributed-with tax-exempt money, dm ■•omniiRee 
staff is dealing with the publication as a distribution of th<> F-nd ;md 
not as a demand that the individual’s right, to write * h"' - V> nlea-e^ 
within the limits described in this section.'be abolished or <>ven re¬ 
stricted. Tl.ey- are discussed to show the propaganda nature of the 
b und tor the Re]>ul)lie and as expenditures which, added ; o ni’ic F’-ml 
expenditures, constitute a substantial expenditure of tj,x-''v»unt 
money in tlie interest of propaganda or in the interest of influencin'* 
legislation. 

In other sections of this report of the Fund for the Republic, the 
comnnttee has discussed the, propaganda nature of such distributions 
of the Fund as Bulletin of Atomic'Scientists, April liir.a; The Oppen- 
heimer ( ase, by (diaries P. Curtis: National Security and Individual 
b reedom.bv John Flovd O'Brien, a Fund director: A Way To Be Safe 
Is Never 1 o Be Secure, bv Charles P. Curtis; Cornell University Series 
on Civil Liberties—Civil Liberties in the United States: A Guide to 
Current I roblems and Experience, by Robert E. Cushman. Fund 
consultant of fellowship and grant-in-aid program ; The P-eudo-Con 
servatiye RevoR, by Richard Hofstadter; Clearing the, Main Channel 
the lOnn Annual Report of Hie American Civil Liberties Union. 

At this point, let us examine one action of Hie officers which in effect 
ignored and reversed an official action of the directors. At a meeting 
of the directors held on November 18, 15)54, the officers discussed aio 
proval of a series of pamphlets.- This proposal was not clear to the 
directors so they authorized the officers to commission tlie preparation 
of a pilot pamphlet. At a meeting of Hie executive committee’ on 
December 9, 1954, Hutchins reported that* 
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Riclmrd Rovere had been requested by the officers to pre¬ 
pare a pilot pamphlet for board consideration, as an example* 
of the type of -publication which the Fund might under - 
take under the title “Occasional Papers. 4 *; 7 


(jopj ni mitmlrs of tire lJ»*in‘inber i). laro; meeting. 

Between this December meeting and a meeting in April 1955 Rovirn 
completed his pamphlet and it was submitted to the, directors. ■ le 
directors rejected the pamphlet and at a meeting of t le executive com¬ 
mittee on April 7, 1955, it was announced by W. FT. Ferry vice presi¬ 
dent of the Fund, that the pamphlet had been returned to toe author. 
The minutes quote Ferry as reporting that the pamphlet written by 
Rovere “had been returned to Mr Rovere, who < subsequently sold it 
for publication by Harper’s Magazine.” Rovere s art mle R^ired m 
the May 1955 issue of Harpers under the title of The Kept, \\ it- 
nesses ” Apparently even before the article appeared on the news¬ 
stand the officers of the Fund, without, advice from the directors, con¬ 
tracted for 25,000 reprints. In the name of the Fund for the Republic, 
this reprint was mailed to labor officials and business executives. 
“The Kept Witnesses" attacks the technique of the F ederal Bureau 
of Investigation in placing undercover agents within the ranks qt Me 
• Communist Party. It attacks the use of former C ommunist 1 arty 
members by the Department of Justice in Communist trials and pro¬ 
ceeding. It attacks the use of undercover agents and former ( oim 
munists m Federal loyalty proceedings. These attacks areknt 
around the theme that these persons are, as the tit!e states kept v t- 
nesses—witnesses who testify, not in accordance with the truth b 
in accordance with, directives which they receive from the Department 
of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
The Fund report of 1956, classifies The Kept Witnesses as lehituu 
to due process. It reads merely: 

The Kept Witnesses by Hit-hard H. Rovere Article. Harper’s -jr».«00 eopies 
labor officials, business executive*. ,f4 
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The report is silent with respect to the rejection qt “The Kept W >t- 
nesses” as h pamphl.et of the Fund. - It is also silent with respect 
to the fact that it was distributed as a r.eprmt, in the name of tin 
Fund, by tl e officers without, consultation or approval by the directors. 
The committee staff is unable to report, from records of Bw I mid tor 
ic, the circumstances winch led up to the Fund s comni's- 
?ere to prepare the pilot paniphleB or the details of !us co»- 
icitv with the Fund. It is unable 1o do so, become t <«- F 
to produce the documents. Its first reason for refusal to 
as related to a libel action, which lias been filed against 
mid and the author of the pilot pamphlet. Richard Rovere. - 

by Dr. Bel la V. Dodd. . . ., 

The subsequent and final declamation of the Fund to produce the 
Rovere document, as well as,all other udenial (V-rmeets nt ; the 
Fund, was in the. form of the Fund's invocation of the B atkins-de¬ 
cision of the Supreme Court by questioning the legislative pineda.-tum 
of the committee. There can be little doubt that the Fund s refusal q 
produce these documents, together wiBi the other documents that d 
h aR refused to produce. Is intended to make difficult the further estab¬ 
lishment of the Fund as a propaganda vehicle. .,, 

The intention of the Fund in commissioning the Rovere pamphlet 
is locked within the files and knowledge of Fund officers -Vi e have 
previously shown how this pamphet Was rejected by flie directois of 
the Fund has actually awarded, or appropriated funds to award 
reprint of an article from a national magazine and then distributed 
in the name of the Fund by the officers of the Fund, m spite of its 
rejection by the board of directors. But irrespective of the intent 
the effect is to dry up as sources of information, available to bq h tli. 
F’BI and congressional committees, the How of testimony, from former 
members of the Communist Party: The propaganda attack which 
followed the Rovere article influenced both the courts and the Dm - 
eminent itself. The administration thereafter dropped many former 
Communists from their consultant roles and made possible the nonde¬ 
tection of many subversive agents. We have previously shown how 
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the Fund has actually awarded, or Appropriated funds to award,, 
those individuals who have refused, to testify: Amos Landman was 
awarded by the officers themselves, by being given a position with the 
.r und. 

•Even in the ease of employment of Amos Landman, the Fund fer¬ 
tile Republic deceived the press and the American people about the 
circumstances which surrounded his employment. In a press con¬ 
ference held on November 7, 1955, Robert M. Hutchins defended the 
I und s employment of Amos Landman by stating that he had been 
qualified for a part time temporary press'relations job he held frOnr 
July 28,until last Tuesday. Amos Landman was employed as public 
relations director of the National Municipal League, from August 1 
1954, until July 1, 1955. On June 30, 1955, he was called before the* 
henate Internal Security Subcommittee, following his having been 
identified as a member of the Communist Party. Landman invoked 
the fifth amendment with respect to the testimony which the commit¬ 
tee had taken in regard to his Communist Party membership. On-, 
July 1, 195.’), lie submitted Ills resignation, upon request., From the 
National Municipal League. 

Landman pi epared and submitted to the National Municipal Jjeamie" 
a statement explaining his_reasons for invoking the fifth amend¬ 
ment. I his statement, the principal parts of which appeared in the 
press, claimed that he invoked the fifth amendment, in order to avoid 
identifying other members of the Communist conspiracy. On July 
■O* J jan dinan was recalled before the committee in order to test 
the validity of his invocation of the fifth amendment, which validity 
Landman had questioned in bis statement and press release. In his 
second appearance, Landman still continued to refuse to discuss his- 
membership m the Communist Party or to even admit that lie had 
been a member, as had been testi tied to under oath. 

Hutchins, in his press conference of November 1955, acknowledged 
that Landman was Employed by the Fund for the Republic com¬ 
mencing July 27. What be did not point out to the press, was that 
the directors of the Fund for the Republic did not approve the em¬ 
ployment of Landman, and as a matter of fact, were not even apprised 
ot his employment until almost 2 months after he was employed The 
- board of directors of the Fund were apprised of Landman’s emplov- 
il memorandum from Robert M. Hutchins, dated September' 
lb, 19o5. Hutchins, in Ins memo of September 16, advised the direc¬ 
tors that Landinan lmd been hired as a temporary assistant in public 
relations to the Fund, at $50 per day, per diem, on the understanding- 
that he would work 3 days a week. Hutchins then advised that Land- 
man had been very useful to the Fund and that lie was seekin-r ,>er- 
manent employment oh the days that he did not work for the Fund 

Ihe claims of Hutchins that Landman was hired at $50 per dav 
per diem, on the understanding that he-would work 3 days a week' 
or that he was hired for a part-time temporary press relations job is 
certainly in variance with a document in the‘committee’s possession 
covering hrs employment. On July 27, 1955, Joseph P. Lyford. the 
b und propagandist, addressed a memo to Fund treasurer,' Gardner.' 

” ith respect to the terms of Landman’s employment, Lyford wrote 
to Gardner that Landman was being retained b‘v the Fund as a con¬ 
sultant in public relations for from 7 to 10 days. As to whether his 

C S 1S ^ , m teC , tt T> ar t-tjme temporary press relations iob, 
as alleged by Hutchins, it seems doubtful in light of Lvfords memo 
that Landman would send Treasurer Gardner an accounting of the 
number or days he worked when his project is completed. 

. us sileime, the Fund for the Republic awarded Amos Landman, 
to the tune ot $2,o7.>, for 32 full days and 19 half-days of work or 
compensation m excess of $15,000 per annum. As for Landman’s 
contribution to the Fund for the Republic which would iustifv the 
payment of $2,575, the Fund in response to a request of the committee 

bnl/i PieS 1 Landman participated, submitted a 

iiali dozen bund for the Republic press releases. 

It is little wonder that the directors of the Fund for the Republic 
at one of their first meetings m adopted a resolution which barred 
from employment with the Fund for the Republic such as Amos Land- 

“ .fi Plte ol 7 ” S r 1 eso ' 1,t 1 ioU ' tlle Fund fo1 ' Republic has ap¬ 
propriated several hundred, thousands of dollars to conduct research 
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tor the purpose of condemning the Government, private industry, and 
educational institutions for their refusal to continue Communists in 

0 p me i lt '' T , he re f° 1 1 , ution as adopted by the board of direc- 
tors or the Fund, reads as follows: 

1. It shall be and is the policy of the Fund that no member of the Communist 
Party shall be employed for any purpose, and 1 communist 

thir - if?. £ol '“ er , !lieinlH ‘ r <>f the Communist Party and no person who lias pleaded 
the fifth amendment relevant to circumstances will be emphned for nnv pur- 

w * *" m ■ m “>'- «»*«- sys, 

Faceless Informers in Our Schools, is a pamphlet reprint of news¬ 
paper articles and editorials. The Fund for the Republic, using tax- 
exempt money, paid for the printing and distribution of 25,000 copies 
to State and local school-board associations. The pamphlet is an at¬ 
tempt to discredit the Federal Bureau of Investigation, congressional 
investigating committees, and school administrations throughout the 
United States, as a defense of Communist teachers who had been 
removed from their teaching positions. In the preparation of the 
series of articles, it is evident that the author utilized two codes of 
ethics. In quoting a United States Senator, whom the author claimed 
refuses to give information to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 

tiie author gave the Senator's reasons, as follows: . 

He wouldn't say anything good or had about an individual, so long as there 

' Mrw Sl ^tw'a' ,,ated an<1 unauthenticated from another 
source, might be twisted into innuendo, suspicion, or used as a trap for a person 

p™r',.uin t,fth^ mdivtdual. ,rmtt,,t ’ ' USWl flna,ly t(> hrin * P™fessiona. and 

The author of the series, approving 0 f this position which he attrib- 
I;i ," n' States jSenator rejects it in his attempt to intimidate 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. In the main, these series of 
articles are unevaluated and unauthenticated, and have been twisted 
in o lnmiendoj suspicion, or used as a trap for a person not permitted 
to race the informant. ‘ 

In the first of the series of articles, it would appear that the author 
of the series engaged m considerable travel and research to obtain 
the evidence upon which his series was based. There can be no doubt 

fhoSf •+ USe / t ie , series for the P m 'P ose of traveling around 

the United States, from the east coast to the west. Two articles are 
devoted, exclusively, to California. 

Chum that California, using “techniques of McCarthyism, years 
before McCarthy was heard of,” takes liigh rank among the StSes 
m the vigor and expensiveness in which the investigation of Com¬ 
munist infiltration has been pursued. While several dozen California 
teachers have been public witnesses before the Committee on Un- 
American Activities, the author selects only two to document his 
faceless informant” attack upon the FBI and legislative investiga- 
tive committees. He used the two cases, in spite of his own observa¬ 
tion that isolated cases obviously are not fair criteria of a general' 
situation. One teacher whom the author kept anonymous was one 
whom admitting Communist Party membership, found herself in 
conflict with school administration on the ‘date on which she served' 
her Communist Party membership. She did not request a heariim 
on the charges because, according to her, “a -member of the school 
board advised her privately to withdraw her request for a hearing” 

+V?,m^?iiL^^V n;l ii e °V' ht i pi Yl of the imtho1 ' to determine the facts 
tiom eithei the alleged school board member or the school adminis¬ 
tration authorities. The author preferred to condemn this severance 
ot a teacher solely on the teacher’s unverified word ' ' 

In another article relating to-California, which appeared in the 
press of September 29, 1954, the author dealt with an ex-California 
teachei, Harry Steinmetz, one of more than 100 dismissed from 
Caliiorma-schools and colleges since 1052 on suspicion—though not 

™,' ya 7 s i° n the . dli : e c 9 hai 'g&- r of subversive associations or belief.” 

I lie background of Steinmetz is set forth in part, as follows: 

U n l7r Z AZ‘^r iate p ?', ofessor < )f psychology at Sun Diego State College, 
onciei the Dilluorth law. and on niforimition from an undisclosed source 
Steinmetz was called before the State board of.education. He 
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questions Broadly stated, his position was that the board, or whoever had 
evidence reflecting on his loyalty, must prove his guilt. He said the board had 
no i’ighr to force answers from him that might he held to incriminate him, or 
to make his political beliefs an issue. '' 

Let us compare the authors charge that Steinmetz was fired from 
his associate professorship at San Diego State College, “on informa- 
tion from an undisclosed source/’ Let ns compare tins statement with 
printed hearings of the Committee on Un-American Activities, re¬ 
leased in April of 1058, a year and a half prior to the author's article 
of September 30, 1954. Examining the transcript of testimony taken 
by the committee on April 7,1953, we find that a witness called by the 
committee was Harry C. Steinmetz, who identified himself as an asso¬ 
ciate professor at San Diego State College and is therefore the same 
individual referred to in the author's article. During the course of 
the testimony, he was confronted with the testimony of a witness 
before the committee who had identified him as a member of the 
Communist Party, and he invoked the privilege of possible self-in¬ 
crimination in refusing to answer questions as to whether he had 
attended a Communist Party meeting with the witness. On other 
questions relative to his relationship with the Communist Party, 
Steinmetz invoked the protection of the 1st, 4th, 5th, 6th, 0th, and 
10th amendments to the Constitution of the United States. 

,The newspaper originally publishing this series of articles, had a 
perfect right to misrepresent,the facts if it desired to do so, which it 
apparently did. The Fund for the Republic in expending tax-exempt 
money to reproduce and distribute the series of articles to State and 
local school board associations, had a moral and legal obligation under 
the law to determine both the accuracy and the objectivity of the 
articles which it 7 was reproducing with tax-exempt funds. This is 
especially true in light of the fact that several of the articles dealt 
with the Communist teacher situation in New York City and the 
State of New York, 

The y author of the series of articles received much of his critical 
information on New York City's handling of Communist teachers 
from the TeacheVs Union in New York City. This union was expelled 
from the A. F. qf L. for its Communist domination, and it was known 
as a Communist-dominated union by everyone, including directors 
of the Fund for the Republic, since tlm early 1940's. Mr. Hutchins 
is probably the only exception. Hutchins did not know this fact, 
however, until March 1954. In February Hutchins had agreed to 
accept a Teachers Union award for., his “valiant and unswerving 
defense of intellectual freedom.” In March Hutchins sent the Teach¬ 
ers Union the following wire: 

Reports that have just reached me regarding the political attitude and 
activities of the Teachers Union raise doubts about whether its views of academic 
freedom coincide with mine. I must, therefore, decline to accept the award 
the union has offered me. 

Communist domination is still a political activity, and while 
Hutchins refuses to accept the Teachers Union award, he expends 
tax : exempt money to circulate as factual charges Teachers Union 
portrayals of the methods used by the city of New York in Investi¬ 
gating Communist teachers. The incompetence of the Fund, in cir¬ 
culating “Faceless Informers in Our Schools'’ is demonstrated through 
the examination of a recommendation of Fund Director Schuster. 
This was adopted by the board of directors in 1053, long before the 
series of articles were even conceived. 

■ / * 
the communist influence in education 

Preamble: This survey should he divided into two parts, the first having to 
do with education in elementary and secondary school level, whether of public 
or private character. > The second should be concerned with communism in 
colleges and universities. 

1. Insofar as the first area is concerned, the Communist influence will prob¬ 
ably be found restricted to urban areas. Information concerning some of these 
is available from a number of sources. In New York, for example, the central 
agency through which the party has worked is the Teachers Union, which was 
expelled from the CIO because it was allegedly domianted by Communists. 
Hearings conducted by the board of education have likewise unearthed con¬ 
siderable information. ^ 

• Quite .a little is likewise known about the methods employed' by Communist 
teachers to recruit young people for the cause The various pro-party organi¬ 
zations, e. g., A. Y. D. and Y P.,- should, however, be investigated further, and 
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if it is possible to secure assistance from the FBI in this matter, the study will , 

l ’ e i“tention Should also be given to tbe camps maintained by pro-Communist 
organizations for indoctrination purposes. . lH . r fnilllr „ to throw 

A studv of Communist attempts to capture Harlem n " d ^f, 1 * ™* lure 1 

quality, of a distinct and well-informed l^V’^nlmed^ut 8 toTthCT groups 

are likewise (Tvailatde These include tbe findings of . the New York Rapp- 
Condert. eoinmittee. and the reports on situations existing in the DnUeisity of 
California and Washington, but it must lie ieeo„nized that * \ 

harder to come by than they are in the field of lower e( ^ atl ^‘ U1 include 

The areas to be investigated are roughly comparable. They u 
teacher organizations, publications (e g„ science and society), methods of in- 
fluencing.or infiltrating students’ groups, in publications, etc. , 

’ A very important field for study is afforded by the special schools such as 
the Sa“ Jefferson"school, in Newark, which offered training in the signal 

SC 1 Twt S study should be so organized that while there will be an overall group 
reslmsibVe for the project a/a whole, indiyidual segments will be farmed out 
to groups specifically qualified to deal with segments of it. > _ 

Ill spite of this knowledge possessed by the directors of the Fund 
for the Republic, the Fund -paid for the Comniumst-domniated at^ 
tack by the Teachers Union of New York as used by the authoi of ( 
the series dealing with New York. The Fund for the Republic, even 
financed hearsay, once removed. The Communist teachers v separated 
from the New York system', complained to the author of the series 
of articles, that the New York City school system was attempting 
to entrap them during preliminary interrogations. The author, un¬ 
able to find proof, supports the claim of the Communist teachers with, 
this statement: ■> ' • • 

' Another New York school official; a recent visitor to Colorado ■ 

' p r . h Greem-est, Colorado State school commission, that we tried to trap 

rK;;,”ro,"f“; S erie S 'Tvoukl have believe that the worf of the 
Communist, teacher, who was either dismissed or who resigned l athei 
than face the hearing,'should be accepted without an ^ 

The author quoted these individuals a*.a condemnation of the Ne> 
York system of removing Communistsyfrom the scho.ols. stall ot 

the Committee on Un-Americaiy Activities has investigated and can 
establish the falsity'of many of the situations reported by the: author 
as being factual. The committee staff, of course, was unable to venty 

or even investigate the former .sclioolteadier who, accmding to t, 

tinfhm- of the series, lust happened to be driving the taxicab that het 
, ordered to take him to the offices of the New' York City school system. ■, 
This story served the purpose of the author and was reported by the 
author with the caption ‘‘True or False, Here Is His fe ory. . » l 

In order to demonstrate botlYtlie prejudice and smear technique of , 
the author of the series, we shall discuss one of In's New York cases, 
which the author builds around an interview with the assistant coi- 
poration counsel of the city of New York. , Y rites the author. 

t„l«1 of one case in which a “source of information, formerly a Communist 
ttrrtv niemher. had stated that a schoolteacher, whose father had been a pnvate. 

music tutor, had been a member of tbe same ^ “ r ^.^ he Jceiised 

* ivirlu-nbir rase the informer was completely mistaken, lhe pel son ne accii eu 
wa?Vomebody’else entirely, and fortunately for the teacher, t mt fart was 
proved in time. It would have been proved sooner if the accused teachei had 
been allowed to face the informer. , . . 

These are the facts as uncovered by the committee staff and in our 
\ opinion again adequately, demonstrate the lack of objec.ni .y on le 
part of the author. 'Hie source of information was as is quoted by 
' the author of the series. However, the subsequent events developed 
in this manner.' An investigation determined the identity of the 
schoolteacher who met the description given by the intornpuit. Ihq 
informant was a schoolteacher who had cooperated with the school 
authorities, and made available the knowledge the informant pos- 
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sessed of the Communist Party, its operations and its members. 
The assistant corporation counsel thereafter ordered the school per- 
' sonnel section to have the employee brought before him for an 
interview: When the employee was interviewed* it was immediately 
learned that the background of .her fathered id not coincide with the,, 
information given bv the .informant, and the interview' was termi¬ 
nated. It was then found that within the school .system, there w'ere' 
two teachers with the identical same name' 1 and that^the personnel' 

' section had erred. The second teacher fit the description of the in¬ 
formant a'ncl was thereafter processed as a loyalty suspect case. As 
i c ah be\ shown from the factual reproduction of events, there is abso¬ 
lutely no justification for the author's claim “the person he accused 
was someone else entirely, and fortunately for the teacher that fact 
w’as' proved in time. It would have been proved sooner if the ac- 
q cused teacher had been allowed to face the informer.”*' 

The author of tliq series of articles dealt with teacher situations in 
Michigan and Baltimore where the committee also conducted inves¬ 
tigations. And the author's technique of presenting'unevaluated and 
unauthenticated material as factual can clearly be\lemohstrated by a 
review’ of the printed proceedings of the committee’s investigations 
which are public property. Many itemsaittributed to the committee or 
to the FBI cannot be answered w ith documentation because they'are 
not based upon facts. The .technique of tlie articles is similar to. the 
a,tl age'which rjevolves around “If a lie is told often enough.” 

The unanswerable items revolve around the hearsay treatment. The' 
author charges the Federal Bureau of Investigation and legislative 
committees as being “faceless informers” and supports it wi'th such 
statements as “local school people /understood’ the FBI was the 
source.” The author using the same hearsay technique charged “the 
FBI w'as tied in there also, as providing aidjto the committee” in con¬ 
nection with the committee’s investigation of Communist teachers in 
Michigan and California. The author quotes the general counsel of 
the State department of education in NewvYork a s'stating that they 
“get no information directly from the FBI” about subversion in the 
schools. Yet, to infer that the general counsel is s a liar, he refers to 
anonym out individuals within the New' York educational system .as 
stating that they understood that the FBI was the source., Many more 
items could be documented as^evidence against the appropriateness of 
. the Fund for the Republic in expending tax-exempt money to repro¬ 
duce and distribute the series of articles'^ There is no doubt in the mind 
of the committee staff that the distribution of this pamphlet to-State 
and local school board associations is intended to protect the.employ¬ 
ment 'of Communist teachers in our educational instiutions. . ' 1 

Tom Paine Talks Back to Providence is a reprint'of an article 
by I-Ienrv' Steele Commager from the Saturday Review." The Fund 
for* the Republic expended tax-exempt money to reproduce and dis- 
10,000,copies to “educators, lawyers,'civic organizations, labor 
officials* United Christian Missionary Society and other denomina¬ 
tional groups;. Albany Board of Education.’’ The article is a crit¬ 
icism, in satire, of the loyalty-security measures asfhey involve Com- „ 
munists employed in Government, as schoolteachers, etc. Commager, 
as author of the satire, creates a -setting w hich infers that there is no 
difference between the advocacies of Tom Paine and the advocacies 
of the Communist Party, internationally, or in the United States. 
Commager creates the chairman of the committee questioning Tom 
Paine's loyalty, and places questions and statements r in the mouth ' 
of the chairman to~ accommodate, the answers of Torp Paine. Need¬ 
less to write, Commager uses,the article’to justify two 'advocacies: 
the advocacy of the Communist Party of the United States which he 
defends through statements by Tom Paine, and the advocacy of , 
himself wit ^respect, to loyalty-security measures. In 41)47, even be¬ 
fore, the institution of the loyalty program by President Truman,' 
Xommager was protesting against one as the reincarnation of the 
red scare in the twenties.'' By April of 1947,.£!omrpager was au¬ 
thoring such works as the Washington Witch Hunt, which appeared 
m the April 5 issue of the Nation. In this article, Commager charged 
that the Federal Bureau of Investigation wished “to^deny Commu¬ 
nists their constitutional rights of freedom of speech ,and of as¬ 
sembly.” Between 1947 and 1949 Commager’s attack was on'the in¬ 
vestigation .of Communis! s in Government and the protection of 
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Communists by bis condemnation of congressional investigating com¬ 
mittees. Tn July 1949 lie authored Redbaiting in the Colleges, which 
appeared in an issue of New Republic, Tn this article, he protested 
the dismissal of Communist Party teachers by conferring upon the 
Communist Party of the United States the political statjis similar to 
that of the Democratic or Republican Party. Built around the three 
faculty members dismissed by the University of Washington' as 
members of the Communist Party, Commager asked, 4 ‘Could btate 
or university authorities require teachers to reveal membership in the 
Democratic Party or Republican Party, or punish with dismal fail¬ 
ure to reveal such membership” By 1951, Commager was describing 
the loyalty oath as “fatheaded, feebleminded.” 

By November 1955, when the Fund for the Republic expended tax- 
exempt money to reproduce and distribute Commager s'satire treat¬ 
ment of loyalty-security measures, he was publicly exposing the 
atomic-energy security program, the denial of passports to. Commu¬ 
nists, the denial of employment to Communists in the movie-enter¬ 
tainment industry, opposition to congressional investigations of com¬ 
munism, opposition to legislation designed to contain the subversive 
movement of the Communist Party of the United States, and in his 
field of education the denial of employment to members of the Com¬ 
munist Party. 

This committee staff feels that the Fund for the Republic, in reprint¬ 
ing and distributing this satire by Henry Steele Commager in 
effect weakened security measures, and endowing the right of a 
member of the Communist Party with the absolute right of being 
employed where he. the Communist, decides that he desires to work. 

Government by Investigation is a book by Alan Barth, associate 
editor of the Washington Post and Times Herald, which the. Fund 
for the Republic purchased 850 copies for distribution to certain 
members of the press and civic leaders selected by the publisher. Like 
Henry Steele Commager, neither the Fund for the Republic nor, we 
presume, even Mr. Barth himself would consider Government by In- 
yestigation as an objective work. Mr. Barth,expresses his opinion 
that the Congress of the United States and the American people are 
not entitled to information on espionage conducted by the Soviet Gov¬ 
ernment through the assistance of American citizens and residents 
unless there are indictments by a grand jury. He distorts proceed¬ 
ings of the committee and supplies justification for Commuuistsjwho 
invoked the fifth amendment merely as a protection of the Commu¬ 
nist conspiracy. With over a 15-year history of the Committee on 
Un-American Activities before him, which history does' not reflect 
the conviction of one witness before the committee for perjury based 
on Iiis testimony before the committee, Mr. Barth writes: 

,Any witness before a congressional investigation commit¬ 
tee who denies Communist affiliation or sympathies runs the 
risk of having to defend himself against a perjury charge, 
and the defense may be exceedingly difficult. Some of the 
investigating committees turn readily, and with unreserved 
credulity, to one or another of an always available stable of 
ex-Communist professional witnesses, prepared at a mo¬ 
ment's notice to remember anything about anybody at any 
time, no matter how remote in the past. Some of these wit¬ 
nesses possess a reservoir of recollections which, like the 
miraculous pitcher of Vaucis and Philimon, seem to replen¬ 
ish themselves whenever a congressional interrogator finds 
himself thirsty for new headlines. « 

Again, like Henry Steele Commager, the Fund °f or the Republic 
in distributing Alan Barth’s book, knew the public record of Mr. 
Barth and his opposition to legislation such'as the Internal Security 
Act of 1950, his attacks on the loyalty-security program, his writings 
and public speeches in opposition to congressional investigations of 
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comm,unlsm, and his approval of the contempt of Congress of many 
individuals cited for such contempt by the House of Representatives. 
His book, which the Fund distributed, is little more than a restate¬ 
ment of his position which he has expressed many times over in years 
.past., The morgue of his own newspaper, the Washington Post and 
-Times Herald, reflects the attacks \yhich have been made by many 
Americans on the position earlier voiced and repeated in the book. 
This conflict alone .testifies to the* lack oh objectivity of the boqk and < 
■disqualifies it as an item of proper distribution by a fax-exempt*foun¬ 
dation. Its only accomplishment which the Fund for the Republic 
could hope for is the contribution which.it would make to the destruc- 
■ tioi v of the loyalty-security'measures. ;. 

Erwin N. Griswold is a director of the Fund for the .Republic and 
dean of the Harvard Law School. According to the Fund for the 
Republic,*his book entitled “The Fifth Amendment Today* 1 by Dean 
.Erwin Griswold was reprinted 1 and* 35,000* copies distributed to ,the 
“bench and bar.** ; ^ 

The preface tp “The Fifth Amendment Today v acknowledges that 
the material contained .in* the body is not presented as a '“scholarly 
essay,” The preface does not state the purpose for which the material 
. was presented other than to acknowledge that, the hook isjbi reprint 
of three speeches made on February 5, March 24-, and October 4-10. 
1954. The honesty with which the preface "sets forth that the contents 
do not represent a ^scholarly essay” could have been carried farther 
tostate that at least/ the speech of February 5,1954,•which was made be-v 
fore the Massachusetts Bar Association, was for the purpose of ex¬ 
plaining why Harvard, had continued^ on its faculty individuals who 
had been witnesses before the Committee, on Un-American Activities 
of the House of Representatives and the Senate Committee of the. 
Judicpary, Internal Security Subcommittee. j 

The£e committees had brought before them identified Communists 
who had been active in the organization a,nd. operation of the con¬ 
spiracy. . They had/been in contact with known and convicted espio¬ 
nage agents. They had been in charge of secret finances of the Com- 1 
munist Party. They had used their influence to penetrate the legiti¬ 
mate trade unions in their area. They possessed knowledge of the 
conspiracy which was vital to- the security of the United States. These 
Harvard faculty members refused/to answeiN questions relating to 
their membership m the Communist Party or their activities on behalf 1 
of the Communist Party on the ground that to do. so would tend to 
incriminate them. This conduct on their part was condoned by Har- 
yard and they were retained .on the faculty on the basis of the recom-, 
mendation of the dean*of the law school. Condonement of this con¬ 
duct by Harvard was protested by portions of Harvard alumni, faculty,, 
and,trustees. -To answer these attacks, Griswold made his speech of 
February 1954. L ’ , . , 

If those witnesses from Harvard 'faculty who appeared'before the 
congressional committees^ and ^invoked the fifth amendment had 
honestly advised the university oLthe activities m which they engaged 
as members of the. Communist Party,“Griswold, in his speeches, could 
have set forth these facts as proof of the innocence of,their'association 
and 1 as justification for their retention. Thisdie could not do,and 
knew it. Therefore, it was necessary for him te invent two hypo¬ 
thetical members of Harvard faculty, one a member of the Party and 1 
the other its supporter.' Let's examine the first hypothetical Harvard 
professor and, if you will, compare his activities with the activities of ’ 
those actually questioned. You nill find there is no resemblance and 
Griswold does not expect you to find a resemblance because, in the 
course of his speech, he stated, “Now you may say that this is all,,very 
unlikely. ? To this I reply that I am, for the moment, only assuming 
a hypothetical case, and I should be able to 'assume any hypothetical 
case I want.” Those Harvard faculty members questioned by con¬ 
gressional committees were not hypothetical. They were real. The 
activities in which -they engaged were not hy pothetical treason against 1 
a hypothetical government, but conspiratorial acts against a govern¬ 
ment which through their,membership they were dedicated to destroy* 
But lets look at Griswold s Communist. Griswold describes him as. 
a college teacher who— 
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in the relative calm period of the past middle 1930’s, on the 
‘ ,’ *soJicitation of a friend, he weTit^to a Communist meeting and 

* . soon joined the Communist Party. , 'At thatjime the Com- ■ 

Ainu list Partj^ was perfectly legal, and regularly appeared on i * 
our ballot. He thought he was simply" joining a, political 
: party. One of the reasons that^led him to'"join was that die J 
regarded fascism as highly immoral ymd a great danger to the * 1 V 
world, and he felt that the Communists were fighting fascism , 
in‘Spain at this time. /His interest was not merely in pro¬ 
tecting Spain but, because the/danger y which many men then * 

- feared most was that of the spread of fascism' the.thought.' ( 
f that fighting fascism in Spain was an important means of * 1 

guarding against sue ha danger here. *'*' * Our teacher was •, v 
in a Communist cell, with other teachers.. The Communists 
t had great plans for this group. They wanted to use to in- - - 
nitrate American education. However, the Communist com¬ 
mand was canny. They knew that many or all*of the members * , ' 

‘ , °f ce h of teachers w^e politically: innocent, and that they 
^ would recoil quickly from any proposals for sabotage or the 
"use* of force and violence. 'So they treated this grpup with 
great care. The group was never-subjected to the Vigors of 

* 1 Communist discipline. It was a study groups and its discus- 

* ) sions were kept on a high intellectual plane. The more sordid 

features of the Communist doctrine' were kept thoroughly in ’ w 
' the background/ Our feaclier never engaged in espionage or ;J 
x , sabotage or anything like that, and never saw or heard of any " ' 

* such activities by any members of his/group*' He would liave 
be^n horrified by any^uch actions. * / , t * 

* Griswold does not assign toTiis hypothetical Communist any other ' 
-r ,rolfe than the .infiltration of American educations Griswold’s hypo- ■- 

thehcal Communist'cbntinued liis membership for over 13 years, until 
; -the Korean invasion in 1950. Griswold admits that he was not always 
happy about'the activities-of the Communist Party. \ This was all that 
/he states: » 1. . _ . ’V • * •./''A \ - ■ 

Nevertheless, there were things from time to time which ■ V 
^ he ciid not like. He rationalized them in ’various wavs: 

\ Nothing can be perfect; Ike thing to do is to stay inside and 
work against excesses; and so oiP. Besides, he was a stubborn 
fellow. Once haying started on something he thought was ' 
i .good, lie did not lightly give if upj 1 1 / , 


> . 


Griswold'can create a hypothetical 'Communist; but the Communist 
, I arty is not hypothetical. The blaqk-belt program of the Communist ' 
,V 11 '^ ™ r fhe Negro people^and its attempt to speak for them through 
the Rational Negro Congress ,was not hypothetical. , The Communfst 
OTo'T upoivtlie Government of the United States during-the ' 
Hi Jer-fetahn pact, was treasonable, but not'hypothetical. The Sovi'et 
domination of theCommun'ist Party was not hypothetical. While,this 
control , h'Am o crnoiG _ • . j i 


y;; & iiyyouiewcai case contains such tacts as the one relating 

to the Communist Party, being on the -ballot in the middle 1030’s. 

. Hut Griswold(did not choose to advise his readers that, because his 
hypothetical Communist was a teacher, he-would be. assigned to a' ' 
professional group, which group was underground and not, an organ- 
» Z ii!r na piirt r t , Comnlianist Party that was above ground with its 
. ame on a political ballot. In addition, Griswold did not'Choose to 
advise that his hypothetical .Communist would not have been permitted 
o use Ins true - nanie„tpid therefore had, to assume an alias. But, of 
course, in America ,n the lD30’s even .Democrats 1 and fiepubliwhs ' 
ZfJ™ ^fPect’^partiesbyjfce use .of an'.alias, "that, is; hypo, 
‘W &t S ^ akll, f'‘J? I - ,, ™’ od a ^ no ' vled " ed that the Communists- 
W hT t f r thl ® P™"P rteachers].” -Griswold, must there 
' £>! 1 L f th ? phms which the Communist Party of the'world has'. ■ 
foi education. He also therefore knows the role which the Communist 
' teac]l ? 3 properly played in those plans. He most certainly has studied . ' 
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the Communist program and reviewed the Party’s instruction to its 
teacher members. Know ing this, he know s that the Communist Party 
has instructed its teacher member to indoctrinate without exposing 
himself by injecting Marxism, Leninism into every class. We learn 
the propaganda extent of Dean Griswold’s hypothesis when we ob¬ 
serve his describing his hypothetical Harvard Communist as being 
honest and sincere; further, that he is a “good teacher and works hard 
on his subjects.” 

Griswold, in his description of his hypothetical Communist, acknow l¬ 
edges how the Communist Party keeps away from certain of its 
members the activities in which other of its members are engaged. 
He does this to justify how- his hypothetical Communist would know” 
nothing about force and violence, sabotage, espionage or other Com¬ 
munist acts which you and I abhor. Tt serves Griswold’s hypothetical 
position to take this course. However, this line of reasoning is out 
wuien we desire to change the context. When Griswold’s hypotheti¬ 
cal Communist is faced with the responsibility of testifying before 
a committee of Congress, then the activities of the Communist Party 
are so open and so well known to all other members that he invokes 
the fifth amendment in order to keep from talking about other people* 
Grisw old states his hypothetical Communist was convinced that “many 
of the people who had been associated with him in the venture were 
pist iis innocent of wrongdoing as he was sure lie was.” 

But then again, maybe he was not as sure of his innocence as 
Urisix old pretends because later in the reprint of the speech when 
the hypothetical Harvard Communist is before the Committee on 
Un-Amer.™ Activities and has denied that he is currently a member 
ot the Communist Party, he invokes the fifth amendment because he 
sees file jail doors opening up if lie himself gives the evidence that 
he was once a Communist” because he knows that a number of Com¬ 
munists have been convicted under the Smith Act. ft is assumed that 
Griswold is noxv talking about tlie-Sniith Act of 1940 as it appears 
on the statute books and not some ‘hypothetical statute which has 
not been enacted. If he is referring to the Smith Act which is on 
the books, Griswold then knows and certainly, as dean of the Law 
chool, should know that his hypothetical case could not be prosecuted 
under that statute, Griswold admits that past membership in the 
Communist 1 arty is not a crime in itself and admits that those persons 
piosecuted under the Smith Act xvere prosecuted because of current 
membership in the Communist Party, plus what Griswold refers to 
as something elseI hereafter, in order to make a case for the fifth 
amendment m the absence of a case which he now lias on the basis' 
ot his hypothetical facts, Griswold infers that the man fears the 
manufacture by the Government of the United States of false testi- 
a g alns f his hypothetical Communist and that this fear thereby 
justifies the invocation of the fifth .amendment. T should like to ask 
those students of the law to'compare Griswold's analysis of the fifth 
amendment and his knowledge of the Communist Party in li«ht of 

VP™!® Court ‘ s decision in Rogers v. United 
States, ,340 U. S. -Hu (li)nlj. The recitation to the decision, which 

hoi /"’ 1 ’ SetS * ort ] 1: ‘i T ” that case > a witness testified that she had 
been treasuijr of n local Communist Party, had had possession of the 
lecoids, and had turned (hem over to another person. She then 
thp n,4?if () name the person to whom she had given them, claiming 
tW P hv U 'li ei ? h ?- fttth amendment The Supreme Court held 
in?^f ff | IV,ng the -u St,, V°"y she did she had waived the privilege, 
o pJA ' ® he T f gmt F of contempt for refusing to answer the further 
question. Interpreting this decision, Griswold sets forth in the 
printed copy of his speech: 11 me 

guess as to the law is that the Rogers case applies only 
x\ here the witness has given an incriminating answer to a 
T'estiom 1 do not think it would apply if a witness was 
lot- i , .kf?" a member of the Communist Party in 

1M», and lie said "No. « * Nevertheless, it will take aSn- 
pieme Court decision to provide this clarification of the Ho-. 

T d counsel advwmg a client may well hesitate to 
x 1 , ike ll,s client bear the risk and expense of taking a case all 
the way to the Supreme Court. With the Rogers case on the 
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books, the only safe advice may be to claim .the privilege at 
the earliest possible moment, so as to be sure to avoid a charge 
of waiyer. 

The Rogers case grew out of an investigation by an Indiana grand 
jury of the Communist Party of Indiana. Rogers was subpenaed 
before the grand jury along with other officials of the Communist 
Party in connection with this investigation. Rogers, subpenaed as 
• the secretary of the Communist Party, admitted to holding that posi¬ 
tion. , She admitted having been custodian of the Communist Party’s 
records and, when asked to produce the records, stated that she did 
not have them because she had surrendered custody to another indi¬ 
vidual. .She was then asked to identify the individual to whom she 
had turned over the records of the Communist Party of Indiana, which 
she refused to do and which resulted in her contempt-of-court convic¬ 
tion. She has never been indicted by a grand jury because of her 
mere membership in the Communist Party and was convicted of con- 
) j tempt of court solely because of her refusal to identify the individual 
to whom she had turned over the Communist Party records. While 
it is true that the Rogers case relates to the question of waiver of 
immunities, the Rogers case also puts to a lie the supposition of many 
that for an individual to admit party membership lays that individual, 
per se, open to indictment under the Smith Act. 

The Rogers case decision also establishes the point of law that the 
witness does not have a right to refuse to answer solely as a protection 
from identifying another member of the conspiracy. But the, Rogers 
case, even though the learned dean could not understand the decision, 
was brought into the matter in order to permit him to apologize for 
the refusal of Communist teachers to answer such questions as “Have 
you ever taught Communist doctrine in your classroom? or “Have 
you ever solicited students to join the Communist Party?” 

Dean Griswold commented on the refusal to answer these questions 
in the following manner: “These refusals have been deeply disturbing 
to the public, let, the answer to these questions may be ‘No 5 ; but 
the witness nevertheless fears that he cannot give that answer without 
its being said that he has waived the privilege as to questions about 
other sorts of Communist activities. Here again we have a situation 
where the obvious inference from the refusal to answer the question 
may be completely unwarranted.” This statement returns us once 
again to the knowledge which Dean Griswold possesses of the Com¬ 
munist Party v It is known that every member of the Communist 
Paity whose occupation was that of a teacher, whether it be grammar 
or high school or higher institutions of learning, was required by 
Communist Party discipline to carry his Communist indoctrination 
into the classes. All Communists to some degree carried out these 
instructions. Those whb did not were not members of the Communist 
Party for periods longer than weeks or a few months. But Dean 
Griswolds hypothetical.13-year Communist certainly carried on this 
activity many, many times. Anyone who knows the organizational 
structure of the Communist Party knows that no Communist of 13 
,' y® ars ‘ duration could have answered “No” to either of the questions 
quoted above. Therefore, ah inference of guilt is not unwarranted in 
this case. 

. speech of October 14, which was repeated on October 19, was 
intended to lay low any interpretation of guilt which someone might 
attach to an invocation of the fifth amendment. As'Dean Griswold 
set forth, “Many people have approached the fifth .amendment in 
i ecent months in a rigid and mechanical way. They say; ‘A person 
claiming the privilege against self-incrimination under the fifth 
amendment, or under a similar provision of a state constitution, is 
guilty or else he is lyng. Anyone can see that.’ They say: ‘It’s as 
simple as two plus two equals f our. There are only two ways! If he 
claims the privilege honestly, he must fear incrimination, which 
means that if he answers the question, he must admit that he has 
committed a crime. And if he claims the privilege dishonestly of 
course he is lying, and since he'is under oath,.lie has committed 
perjury No other explanation is logically possible,’ That is what 
ve are often told. And on either basis, the person claiming the 
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privilege has condemned himself, ami should he 'forthwith dismissed' 
from whatever; lie, hasdieen doing, and generally blacklisted and de-. 
pnved of Jus’livelihood. Tndeed,, this position has heeii tak^n * * 
in a mi in her of proceedings." The. most personal of these proceed- 
mgs were of course those involving the faculty of Harvard who had 
appeared before congressional.committees, invoked the fifth‘.amend¬ 
ment and "ere retained by Harvard on the recoimriendation of Pean 
’ Griswold. Here again Dean Griswold, takes lihertv with the truth 
by extending the demand of the .American people-that Communists ' 
should not he employed in government, in bur schools or in other 
sensit.ne positions or in positio 11 s where they can use their presti< r e- 
to indoctrinate on the part of the C^ommupist Party, to include all' 
nalks of life and .places of employment. In other words, Dean’ 
Griswold'is giving' a right to employment fcp Communists or former. 
Coinmuiusts, whiclmrjght' is not.given b\vany matter of course to a" 
non-f ommumst. But again if Harvard's .position in retaining those 
. who.appealed before congressional committees and invoked the fifth 
amendment is to be upheld, then it is necessary to destroy the infer- 
ence wluclv ns taken from their invocation of the'fifth amendment. 
But between February, when Dean Griswold 1 made l.is first speech. 

TJ rfr s l^ ech " i,s hiadej it. was necessary to' amend' 

e absolu e|Wh"h lie had first set forth relative to an inference Afhfch 
nould be taken from the invocation of the fifth amendment.. Dean 
GnsvckT upw assumes that some inferences of guilt are proper and . 
he accepts tlie inference m the case of-a bank teller who invokes the ‘ 
tnavilege when questioned as to whether lie'stole thousands of dollars ’ 
1 /,, e >?cceptexlj.as prober the teller's dismissal from the bank solely on 
the iinoc.ation of the fifth amendment., without due process of law' ' 

member of tl ,S d,l J' e r ii r i fl : o,, yi ie «*9e of the fifth-amendment 
"'lt% Harvard faculty. Where do we differentiate in tins, 

mattei { .Dean/Ti-iswokl tells us j v f 

The firsf. matter to uMiiph I think we should, give careful 

1 ¥ il , °T <5 ! ise * V s the : nafure of the </ve*thM 

5, and which the witness refuses to .answer under 

the shelter of the fifth amendment. Here again the problem 
"> is one of degree, fhere is no clear and sharply demarcated- 
line I he question whether a bank teller stole funds en¬ 
trusted to him is one sort of question. But, the closer the. 
miestion asked gets to the area of opinion and political belief 
the less significant, 1 suggest, to you, is the refusal to answer , ' 

questions. Or, to put tliis'iiimtlier wav, the more interroira- 
tuui. gets into what might be/called the ffee-speecb ai-ea of 
the.fivst amendment, the more difficiilt it is to-come up surely 
with a sound inference from the refusal to answer questions. 

Assmnmg. that the Communist Party, is a conspiracy to overthrow 

evil me h lh'ToO fmW '' K, lence, usin fc " u "‘ cle '‘ mid All other 
nW™ 1 "" 1 * 1,ave 9l«>wii they are capable of, Gris-. 

aiShm rel .l'i! " 0t , ‘ <,1 "l' : V; ,ble ' to ,llu i^a.iik teller because the 

question i elating to Communist Party membership is not bow bad 

communism and tlie.flieft q/ the bank teller are. but wlmt cbiiduct the 

, ' p ' " th I es P U( -‘t. to a person who was it- member of tbe Com- 

S-dlm? witldn tf' e n ‘ il - ,0 / lf - v of thei )' ioi'iing the party and in 4 
opeiutin, within the party tor a.-period of as Jong as 1*5 ve'ars were , 

.' I l{r ? nt - I, !.v political, reasons which were 100 percent-imio- 

tion of\he ,, fifrt te, nn? i' t ° 4 " ,f ® r ? n 1 u f to «lrawn from the invoca,- 
tion of the fifth amendment, Griswold sets forth that “there may in • 

act, be no clear or compelling basis fpr drawing-any inference ammist, 

tsri: ch r n v h& prWU ^ *& in * «,«««,, utz 

3SS3«1 /* e 'T hwe f»-|« ;n 'S'ver is one which is, or which lie feels to be, 

of I?i-mv Of ti S 0pn * ,,,,1S H'efc. -And this has-been true 

' 'f . t,le 'munswered ones'ibns in- recent years.” Not only do 
e have Griswold now referi iim back to Communist Party meinber- 
sh p and achv.bes engaged in by one of its members as oninio!! nml 
pol tical belief, we ifow have him stating that opinions dr'political' 

Sbi\^'n/d 1 e,r aS0J 1 n *" y ,'V tnesSea ;, Pl»eared before tbe coimnit- 
•amendmmd 1 *' " Secl to !Ulswer qne^ons, invoking the fifth 
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Numerous other illustrations which could establish the pv<)p^uuida 
nature of Dean Griswold’s speeches could ^ 

complete and thorough job would require more woids than 
tained in the three speeches analyzed herein, lhe aboxe seems 
adequately document the point we are trying to make , 

It i<- to he observed that in ll)f»4, during the period of these speeches, 
rh!ie wJa Riding in State and Federal courts litigatum w, i jduch 
Dean Griswold disagreed, not for any .legaj reason but pol t.eal 
moral reasons. .One was the case of Harry Slocho e , Re } » £ 
teacher who'was dismissed from his employment undu a J e '' yi‘£ 
statute which provides for dismissal upon the imocat.on of the fifth 
■ii'neiidnient The other was the Paul Sweezey case pending in .New 
Hampshire and growing out of.Sweezey's refusalI to> i'^Jj 1 " 

' questions before a legislative tribunal under the . ' ‘ ’ Fe<d t M -\l 

1 Attorney General of New Hampshire lhe third wn*s 11be ^dei. 1 
immunity statute which was being tested m the case of \\ llliam L 1 
• nn before a Federal, grand jury. We have commented upon Gns- 
wold's position involving Hairy Slochower in the discussion and. 
•analysis between Slochower and the bank teller who was suspected of 
stealing money. Dean Griswold approves dismissal of the bank tel lei , 
but opposes the dismissal of Slochower. In the. Paul Sweezey case, 

> and of course Dean Griswold does not refer to the: mdivn mil by mime 
.but merely refers to a proceeding pending in Re" JJamps ^ ‘ ■ 

wold finds that the first amendment to the ( onstifution piotects 
Sweezev in l.Ts refusal to answer, at least one,ot the items for wh tl 
he was indicted. With'respect to the inununity statute, D.-iswolc ^ 
here agaiii we have an admission-oil his part that Ins opinion is 
based on any legal study, observes “this statute gives protect.on ag st 
/ prosecution, and thus meets the literal.objective of t 
Nevertheless, because 1 attach so much importance to the fifth amend 
inent, and the values which it symbolizes, / tool' with uuu/nung upon ^ 

^Withhf weeks after the October 11)54 speech, the Fund for thj 
Republic contracted to distribute these nonscholarly essays which weie 
designed to educate the people into an acceptance of a position taken 
by Harvard to attorneys and members of the federal bench- 
political campaign in which Dean Griswold was imolved, which 
prompted these speeches, was not disclosed in the book or by imydocu- 
Lieut »'liic.h tile (listrih.itioii of the bo,*.. l.m..« ..tob 

the political nature of the book came under attack and it was 
that the Fund for the Republic, by distributing this book with tax- 
exempt moneys, was aiding the cause of international communism 
This charge was somewhat documented by the tact, that immediately 
after its distribution many witnesses appearing before congressional 
committees used Dean Griswold's book as their reason for refusing to 
answer questions relating to their membership in the ( 

Party. On top of this, the Kmergency Civil Liberties Committee 
reprinted the speech of February 5. 1954 and the Fund for the Re¬ 
public financed this reprint. The-Emergency Civil Liberties Com- 
. mittee is presently engaged in a campaign t<. abolish congressional 
committees investigating communism amhto destroy tlie Hfil oi at 
least ‘its subversive'section. In addition, the Senate Internal ^ecm 1 
Subcommittee in its publication “Handbook tor Americans char¬ 
acterizes the Kmergency Civil Liberties Committee as the current legal 

To overcome the criticism voiced of the fund for the Republic in 
' distributing Dean Griswold’s "The Fifth Amendment Ioday . the 
Fund for lhe Republic reprinted and distributed a scholarly essay ot 
the fifth amendment, by C Dickerman Williams, a professor ot law 
at- Fordham University, which essay appeared in the fordliam Law 
'Review. However, while the Fund distributed o5.0(H) copies of 
Dean Griswold’s, they distributed only 1,000 of C. Dickerman Wil- 
liains’ and did not send C. Dickerman Williams to those who had 
received Dean Griswold's. It is no wonder that we find the Supreme 
Court in the .Harry Slochower case quoting Dean Griswold on vio- 
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hifcy>n of due process by vongiebsioiui! corumittees.. Deau tnisw jl 
lias lxien opposing congressional committees as tar back as !.)+( \M\eu 
fie opposed apnropriatiims for.tlie Committee oil Dn-American Activ¬ 
ities alul culled for its abolition. . In “The Fifth Amendment I oday," 
Dean Griswold had' to attack w.hlit lie called the lack of due-iirocess 
by compression ill committees because lie established tins as a leason, 
among other reasons, for which a witness could properly refuse to 
testify about bis affiliations with- the Communist, 1 arty. Another 
•reason for refusal was set forth by Dean Griswold "as a gesture of 
opposition to the procedure of pr<»sei:ibiiig organizations without 
giving them the right to be heard." In l»ftl, I lean Gnswohl, invoked, 
the same reasoning for his refusal to revoke tile cluirter of the 1 lai \ a 
Lawyers Guild, an affiliate of the ( ommimist-eoiitrolled National 
‘ Lawyers Guild. Said Dean Griswold at.that time: “Mipressmg an 
organization is a very serious Step to> take. " J ' I he re|ioi tofthe 
- Committee on Un-American Activities raises'questions. tint we 

d«r not feel that, we should suppress this local group because that com- 
mittee, without notice or hearing, has issued a report attaching me 
national organization with which the student, group is affiliated. 
Dean Griswold, therefore, overlooked the evidence and permitted law 
students to subject, themselves to Communist. n.Kloct mint ion, because 
the National Lawyers Guild did not get a hearing, lime will tell if 
his decision o(fired to intenuitional communism-any young Hanaici 

law students. We pray not.. .. „ , , ,.„ 

“To Insure the Rndof Our Hysteria’ is a reprint of an article fiom 
■the New York Times of December 14, H>r,4. It was reprinted by the 
Fund for distribution bv the present leiral guardian of the l oiiiinnni.?r. 
Party: namelv. the Emergency Civil Liberties Committee, a fact which 
demonstrates "the lack of objectivity of the articles contents. 

The. author of the article is Paul G. Hottman, former head of the 
Ford Foundation, and, according to the article's footnote, "now chair¬ 
man of the board, of the Studebaker-Packnrd C.orp. 1 he reason tor 
concealing the fact that Mr. Hoffman was chairman of the bonrcl-ot 
direetors of the Fund for the Hepublic is not given. I he reason is, 
however, verv evident upon examination of the arguments ot hysteria 
which the author both creates and'then calls for their abolishment. 

Mr. Hoffman had before him the results of a survey, conducted w it i 
Fund liionev bv Dr. Samuel A. Stouffer, w hich showed that less than 
percent, of the people exhibited fear as a 'motivation of their actions 
and demands against Communists or communism. i et Mr. Hottman 
disregards this evidence and charges in his article that the coinp ex 
of fear that has spread'over America during the past 8 years, and pai- 
ficularly the past 4,” has brought “this great Nation a period ot near- 

pm lie of a kind it never knew before. . . . * 

Tim fern- which Hoffman was trying to sell m> the artide was not ot 
the conspiracy itself, but, rather, “our method of combating that 
which he described as “the vicious threat of communism to our secu¬ 
rity.’* The* point he was drying to make related to those 'opposing 
internal communism rather than to an argument that there was no 
*Liist iHcatiion fot: the opposition. It appears that, it Mr. Hottman had 
been placed in-charge of the campaign of oposing ‘the vicious threat 
of communism to our security f the methods selected would then have 
been motivated by a patriotic desire to secure the United states from 
itsenemv, Because he was not given this authority, lie disapproves,of 
the methods selected and in his article describes the methods as an out¬ 
let of “psychopathic, desires” on the part of individuals leading the 
opposition of the vicious threat of communism* AY ithout e\ ideuce, he 
described those opposing the vicious threat as “petty thought control¬ 
lers” and included among them— 


professional and political exploiters, some of whom were m 
some measure sincere but most of whom colored then sjncent\ 
with ambitions for personal power and advantage. 

It must be borne in mind that these characterizations are not based 
on evidence but are rather slogans used to attack those representing a ^ 
position to which Hoffman found himself in opposition. It t\pines 
a conduct which Mr. Hoffman was turned against by Hie Fund s Com¬ 
mittee on the Legacy of American Liberty : 

it would greatly promote common.understanding if those who 
disagree as to the. means by which the ends of freedom are 
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reliably achieved, would state their differences in terms of 
factual propositions about such means, rather than as slogans 
in an ideological battle. 

Slogans are the tried and true method of selling which Hoffman 
lias used since he started selling cars in ,1011. The use of a slpgan 
eliminates the use of factual presentation of merchandise or advocacy. 
David Lawrence, in his article “ ‘Fund’ Accused of Propagandizing”, 
deals with the slogans of the Fund. His point is equally applicable to' 
the slogans of Hoffman as contained in To Insure The End of Our 

Hysteria. Wrote Lawrence: 

> < 

It is tlie main thesis of the projects sponsored by the Fund 
for the Republic that ideas and freedom of thought are being 
suppressed. This is an old cry. Dwight Eisenhower, in. a 
speech on October 3, called that contention a sophisti¬ 
cated,lie as lie outlined the specious claims of those who con¬ 
sider communism just a political faith instead of a criminal 
conspiracy. He said that th'is Me “partly poisoned two whole 
decades of our national life’’ and that it meant “contamina-y 
, tion m some degree of virtually every department.- every 
agency, every bureau, every section of our Government.” 

. He added: 

“It. meant a government by men whose very brains were 
1 confused by this opiate of deceit. These men were advisers 
in a foreign policy that—on'one side of the word—weakly 
bowed before the triumph in China of Communists hailed 
as ‘agrarian 'reformers.’ On the other side of the world 
this policy condoned the surrender of-whole nations to an 
implacable enemy whose' appetite for conquest sharpened 
\) ith every victory. This penetration meant a domestic policy > 
whose tone was set by men who sneered and'scoffed at warn¬ 
ings of the enemy infiltrating our most secret counsels. It 
meant—in its most ugly triumph—treason itself.” 

* Fhis is the Eisenhower concept on which was based a suc¬ 
cessful appeal u/the American* people. Yet the Fund for the 
Republic 18 out to prove that it! was all a myth or the result 
of a social pressure . that has tended to suppress con¬ 

scientious nonconformity.’' {,) 
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Hoffman decries both the advocacy’'and the acceptance of the fact 
tliat there are individuals who, in opposing restrictions on Connnu- 
^nists, are concealed party members, or dangerous sympathizers. 
Hoffman aids these individuals by inferring that the charges against 
the majority are not. true. Their identity would permit establish¬ 
ment. of their membership or sympathy, however, this he omits. The 
slogan approach covers the guilty.with the blanket of some innocent 
individuals who must be included within the slogan. But Hoffman 
does not live by the'moral rule which lie'insists upon for others In 

V )B !? S, y; lkl "r r b . et0, ; e tlle Blinkers Association, lie defended 

Justice Douglas* right, to recommend recognition of Red China, but, 
attacked those who advocated what lie described as “fortress America.” 
I liese individuals lie.described as being next to the ardent. Communist, 

tiouTst ”' ,eSt lked t *' e Coiunmnist > an active “hard-shell isola- 
Hoffman has opposed loyalty-security programs for many years 


Calling tlie 
jate Foreign 


loyalty test as “silly and unsound.” he had urged 
Relations Committee to authorize a relaxation 


the Sen : 
of 'snob 
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programs. As Administrator of the Economic Cooperation Admin¬ 
istration, he argued that the program barred the employment of 
good people’. . r \ 


“very 
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In this article distributed by the Fund, Hoffman was still charac¬ 
terizing legislative investigations of Communists as “witch hunting**. 
Actions by the American Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and , 
other patriotic organizations were proclaimed as spy limits conducted 
without regard to law and the traditional functions of American 
justice. His writing of lawflouting organizations and people engag¬ 
ing in vigilante methods suggests that both Federal and State law- 
enforcement agencies were refusing to enforce the law. However, 
while portrayed u*> factual, no evidence 1 was presented to, document 
the charges. The slogans “hysteria” and it is difficult to distinguish 
from the hysteria slogan of \*he Communist Party. 

The article is typical of both .Mr. Hoffman and the Fund for the 
.Republic, of which he was chairman of the board. When the article 
was written, the Fund was almost 2 years old. Today it is over 5, 
Yet, neither’ Mr. Hoffman in the article nor the Fund in any of its 
major or even minor undertakings has bothered to tell what commu¬ 
nism is or how‘it operates. In March 1953, Mr. Hoffman wrote a 
letter in which he set forth: “I am well aware of its menace and also 
of the diabolical skill with which Communists cover up their activi¬ 
ties.” This knowledge he and the Fund hare kept to themselves. By 
slogans, they have whispered that communism was bad. By expendi¬ 
tures' in excess of $2 million; they have portrayed it as a political 
party whose members are merely controversial, Mr. Hoffman, as 
chairman of the Fund, has asked us to remember that among the most 
controversial figures of all history were “Moses, Jesus, Mohammed 
and—in our time—Mahatma Gandhi." Undoubtedly he desired to 
compare these religious leaders with the other controversials of His¬ 
tory ; namely, Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, and Khrushchev. 

This, memorandum finds that the Fund for the Republic, in present¬ 
ing this biased political interpretation of the fifth amendments to 
attorneys and the Federal bench, was in violation of the'provisions of 
section aOl.G (3), in that the document was political propaganda, and 
further, that by distributing it to the Federal bench it was interfering 
case, declared unconstitutional a New York State statute. 
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